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Introduction

The focus of. compensatory education programs like

Follow Through has been a broad one. Attention has been

paid to the physical and emotional well-being of the child,

to the home environment and the parent-child interaction,

to the development of a cohesive community organization

concerned with school governance and community problems and,

finally, to the child's classroom 0.\perience within school.

Such a broad focus ts in accord with the Economic Opportu-

nity Act or 1964 which authorized the creation of the Head

Start and the Follow hrou.01 intervention programs.

Regarding Follow Through, this legislation states:

"Follow Through" [will] be designed to provide
comprehensive [health, nutritional, educatdon and
social] services and parent participation activities
which the director finds will aid in the continuOg
development of children to their full potential.-L

The chare of this legislation is to improve the

overall life experience of children, or to encourage the

"development of children to their full potential." Two

crucial questions accompanY this charge, however. First,

one might ask, how is the "full potential" of children to

be defined? There is no agreement among educators, psych-

ologists and parents concerning the qualities which are the

most important in the facilitation of optimal development.
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Thc second quesdon is equally complex. Why have children

not been able to reach their full potential In the past?

Had we agreement concerning the reasons for this deficiency,

we would know how to begin to approach its remediation.

We do not have the answers to these questions,

however, and thus arc left with an ill-defined problem to

be remcdiated for which there is no agreed upon criterion

of success. Let us turn to a medical analogy to clarify

this point. Suppose a disease becomes the focus of public

attention, and the symptoms of this disease are vague and

numerous. Various theories arc presented by medical

authorities concerning the.etiology 'of the disease, but

there is no consensus concerning its causation. To make

matters worse, there is no general agreement as to when

the deleterious effects of the disease are actually alle-

viatad, Cor different authorities propose different defi-

nitions of health and propose to measure the restored

licalth of the patient in diverse ways. However problematical

those theoretical disputes, the disease is raging, and it is

felt that action must be taken. Various medical researchers

arc then asked, on the basis of their best guesses and

theoretical knowledge, to develop drugs which will be

effective against the disease. The drugs arc produced and

tested, and some of the drugs appear to be more effective

in the alleviation of certain symptoms than others. The

first question to be posed by the evaluator is, naturally,

which potion proves to be the best drug? The question is

7
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perplexing and probably impossible to answer since thc

drugs have different constellations oF effects, and no

agreement has been made concerning the most important

symptom to be alleviated. Debate ensues. Attention is

focused on the mixture of chemical compounds which make up

each drug, but it is found that different drug manufacturers

have used different names for compounds which appear to be

quite similar. Confusion multiplies. It becomes evident

that in order to analyze the composition of various drugs

and their re:,ul'..ant effects, a common voLabulary must bc

created to allow the composition of the various drugs to

bc compared. Such a common vocabulary will serve as the

first step toward the evaluation of the effectiveness of the

chemical elements which make up each drug, and help to re-

solve the confusion which surrounds their composition.

This medical analogy suggests the purpose of the

present monograph. his paper seeks to create a common

vocabulary which can he used to identify and describe the

diversity of program elements which make up thc various

program approaches of the Follow Through Planned Interven-

tion Experiment. Although based upon the program approaches

of Follow Through, care has been taken to create program

descriptors of sufficient depth and breadth so that thcy

may be used to describe Future intervention efforts as well

as current Follow Through programs.

This paper is divided into three parts. In the

first part, the rationale for the principles employed to
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organize the Program Element Typology arc discussed. The

second part or the paper introduces the Prev,ram Element

Typo]ogy and explains the program descriptors hich char-

acterize the intervention approaches. The finLO. part oF

this paper presents examples or the ose ef this t ypology

with five or the major intervention approaches implemented

in the Follow Torough Planned Variation ExPerimcnt.
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1. The Program Element Typology:

Definitions and

Organizing Principles

10
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Since this papur seeks to clarify the confusion

which surrounds the definition of the elements of the

various sponsors' approaches to Follow Through, it is judi-

cious to avoid additional confusion and turn immediately

to a definition of terms. The expressions, intervention,

program approach, program elements, and program descriptors,

are used throughout the rest oC this paper and merit cx-

planation. An intervention is any attempt to intervene in I

an ongoing social system in order to effect change in that

system or in the lives of the individuals who make up that

system. Program_approach refers to the distinctive inter-

vention design created by each Follow Through sponsor in

an attempt to "aid the continuing development of children

to their Cull potential." The program approach represents

thc sum total of each sponsor's intervention effort, and

may be concerned with instruction, the provision of health

and nutritional services or community organization. The

expression, program approach, has been chosen instead of

"program," because it is felt that "program approach"

suggests that there exist various approaches to the ful-

fillment of the goal of the Follow Through Planned Variation

program. Given this connotation, the nationwide Follow

hrougll program is considered to encompass a variety of

program approaehes.

A program approach composed of proLram_ejemen:L.s.

Program elements aro the dHcrete parts of an intervention

1 1



package which have different foci in the overall program

approach. In Follow Through, there aro four types of

program elements: (1) instructional Elements; (2),Service

Elements; (3) Participatory Elements; and (4) Employment

Elements. The specific characteristics or these elements;

which will be enumerated as the paper progresses, are

defined by program descriptur.s. It is at the levet of the

program descriptors that the diverse program approaches to

Follow Through can be differentiated. Program descriptors

arc smaller descriptive units empl oyed to characterize

program approaches. It is the goal of the Program Element

Typology to facilitate the delineation of diverse program

approaches using the common vocabulary and concepts of the

program descriptors. These descriptors will be examined

and defined in the next section of this papor.

Moving away from terminology, we turn to the task

of bringing order to the rich complexity of the Follow

Through program approaches. The breadth and diversity of

these program approaches has been noted in the preceding

section of this paper. Follow Through interventions

attempt to affect the classroom experience of children as

well as their interactions with parents. Follow Through

seeks to train teachers in new and diverse ways of teaching.

In addition, parents are encouraged to take an active part

in the governance of their school and community as well as

employed to help with the implementation of the program

approach.

1 2
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These diverse goals, and the means by which they

arc pursued, can be characterized in various ways. This

paper has selected two dimensions to serve as organizers

for the Program Element Typology. -The first dimension

concerns the population toward which the intervention is

directed. The second dimension concerns the focus of the

intervention ip relationship to the selected population.

Let us consider these dimension3 more fully.

After perusing the various program approaches of

thc Follow Through intervention program, three populations

have been identified as being primarily affected by program.

These populations are, naturally: (1) Children; (2) In-

structors; and (3) Parents. Although it is assumed that an

intervention which affects children may in some manner in-

directly affect their parents, and similarly., an interven-

tion which affects teachers may also have an impact on the

children whom they instruct, for the purposes of this

typology, attention is concentrated only upon the direct

21ct of the intervention program on each population.

The potential ripple effect of an intervention is ignored

in order to facilitate a more parsimonious depiction of

the target of interventions. The first dimension of target

population allows the characterization of program approaches

according to the group of individuals toward which the

intervention is aimed. Although these groups may overlap

as in the cNse where the home-based instructors are the

parents, in the interests of ::implicity and clarity, these
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target populations are considered independently of one

another. Thus a parent who functions as an instructor

will be seen as having two independent roles and belonging

to two target populations.

Thc second dimension of the Program Element Typol-

ogy is concerned with the program elements which define

the foci of an intervention. The program_elcments specify

the general nature of the intervention treatment. Through

a consideration of the program elements, the immediate

purposes of the program approach become apparent. Let us

turn to Figure I, the Condensed Program Element Typology,

and examine the heuristic taxonomy which results from the

interaction of the dimensions of target population and

program elements.

1 4



L
.

i
t
t
.

i
.

I
!

E
U

L
f

t
L
.
_
_

1
1

t
_
.

l
i
r
,

T
A
R
G
E
T
 
P
O
P
U
L
A
T
I
O
N

1
 
C
h
i
l
d
r
e
n

1
.
1
 
I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
E
l
e
m
e
n
t

1
.
1
.
1
 
C
u
r
r
i
c
u
l
a
r
 
O
r
i
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n

1
.
1
.
1
.
.
1
 
L
e
a
r
n
i
n
g
 
E
m
p
h
a
s
i
s

1
.
1
.
1
.
2
 
I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
R
o
l
e

1
.
1
.
1
.
3
 
L
o
c
u
s
 
o
f
 
R
e
i
n
f
o
r
c
e
m
e
n
t

1
.
1
.
2
 
C
u
r
r
i
c
u
l
a
r
 
D
e
s
i
g
n

1
.
1
.
2
.
1
 
A
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s

1
.
1
.
2
.
2
 
T
i
m
e
 
U
t
i
l
i
z
a
t
i
o
n

1
.
1
.
2
.
3
 
I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
G
r
o
u
p
i
n
g

1
.
1
.
3
 
C
u
r
r
i
c
u
l
a
r
 
R
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
y

1
.
1
.
3
.
1
 
P
r
e
-
I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
a
l

1
.
1
.
3
.
2
 
I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
a
l

1
.
1
.
3
.
3
 
P
o
s
t
-
I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
a
l

1
.
1
.
4
 
C
u
r
r
i
c
u
l
a
r
 
V
a
r
i
a
b
i
l
i
t
y

1
.
1
.
4
.
1
 
I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
A
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s

1
.
1
.
4
.
2
 
T
i
m
e
 
U
t
i
l
i
z
a
t
i
o
n

1
.
1
.
4
,
3
 
I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
G
r
o
u
p
i
n
g

1
.
1
.
5
 
N
o
 
I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
E
l
e
m
e
n
t

1
.
2
 
S
e
r
v
i
c
e
 
E
l
e
m
e
n
t

1
.
2
.
1
 
M
e
d
i
c
a
l

1
.
2
.
2
 
D
e
n
t
a
l

1
.
2
.
3
 
P
s
y
c
h
o
l
o
g
i
c
a
l

1
.
2
.
4
 
H
e
a
l
t
h
 
a
n
d
 
N
u
t
r
i
t
i
o
n

1
.
2
.
5
 
N
o
 
S
e
r
v
i
c
e
 
E
l
e
m
e
n
t

F
i
g
.

1
.

C
o
n
d
e
n
s
e
d
 
P
r
o
g
r
a
m
 
E
l
e
m
e
n
t
 
T
y
p
,
o
l
o
g
y
 
(
P
a
r
t
 
1
)



!
.

I
I
.
.
.
.

T
A
R
G
E
T
 
P
O
P
U
L
A
T
I
O
N

2
 
I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
o
r
s

2
.
1
 
I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
E
l
e
m
e
n
t

2
.
1
.
1
 
O
v
e
r
a
l
l
 
O
r
i
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n

2
.
1
.
2
 
M
e
a
n
s
 
o
f
 
I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n

2
.
1
.
3
 
R
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
f
o
r
 
P
l
a
n
n
i
n
g

a
n
d
 
F
a
c
i
l
i
t
a
t
i
n
g
 
I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n

2
.
1
.
4
 
F
o
r
m
a
t
i
v
e
 
E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n

2
.
1
.
4
.
1
 
S
e
l
f
-
E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n

2
.
1
.
4
.
2
 
E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
b
y
 
O
t
h
e
r
s

2
.
1
.
5
 
N
o
 
I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
E
l
e
m
e
n
t

F
i
g
.

1
.

3
 
P
a
r
e
n
t
s

3
.
1
 
I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
E
l
e
m
e
n
t

3
.
1
.
1
 
P
r
i
m
a
r
y
 
O
r
i
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n

3
.
1
.
2
 
N
o
 
I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
E
l
e
m
e
n
t

3
.
2
 
P
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
o
r
y
 
E
l
e
m
e
n
t

(
U
n
s
a
l
a
r
i
e
d
)

3
.
2
.
1
 
P
r
i
m
a
r
y
 
O
r
i
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n

3
.
2
.
2
 
N
o
 
P
a
r
O
c
i
p
a
t
o
r
y
 
E
l
e
m
e
n
t

3
.
3
 
E
m
p
l
o
y
m
e
n
t
 
E
l
e
m
e
n
t

3
.
3
.
1
 
P
r
i
m
a
r
y
 
O
r
i
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n

3
.
3
.
2
 
N
o
 
E
m
p
l
o
y
m
e
n
t
 
E
l
e
m
e
n
t

C
o
n
d
e
n
s
e
d
 
P
r
o
g
r
a
m
 
E
l
e
m
e
n
t
 
T
y
p
o
l
o
g
y
 
(
P
a
r
t
s
 
2
 
a
n
d
 
3
)



INA

mei

-+

10

in Figure 1, the three target populations arc dis-

played horizontally along the top edge of the pages (once

the page has been rotated 90 degrees). The program ele-

ments which define the nature of the program approach arc'

displayed vertieally under each target population.- Thus

when consideing the target population of children, we

find there are two sorts of program elements, an Instruc-

tional Element and a Service Element, which arc present in

the Follow Through Planned Intervention experiment. Turning

to the target population of instructors, a category which

encompasses teachers, teachers aids, parents, or any in- .

dividual charged with the instruction of the target popula-

tion of children, we find that the Follow Through interven-

tion directed*toward this group have been purely instruc-

tional in nature. Looking finally at the target population

of parents, it is evident that three types of program

elements have'been utilized in various program approaches.

These program.elements arc focused on instructing the

parents, encouraging their participation in the sponsor's

program approach, or providing employment for the parents.

A consideration of the_four categories of program

elements, instruction, provision of services, participation

and employment, as.well as a consideration of the relevant

target populations toward which they arc focused provides

a broad overview oC the activities which make up the

Follow Through Planned Intervention experim6qt. Although

such a coarse-grained depiction of Follow Through is useful

1 7
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when considering its overall breadth and focus, such a

desCription does not allow for very subtle differentiation

between the diverse program approaches which use different

means to reach the same goals. For example, the instruc-

tion of children is an element which appears An the

program approaches of many sponsors, but there arc striking-

ly different ways in which this clement can be operation-

alized. The commonality and variety of each program

approach is revealed by considering the next sub-categories

of L.he Program Element Typology, the Program D.,:scriptors.

Consider, for example, the various instructional

curricula which have been employed in Follow Through

instructional interventions. It is believed that these

curricula as well as most other curricula -- can be

characterized in terms of four program descriptors:

(1) Curricular Orientation; (2) Curricular Design;

(3) Curricular Responsibility; and (4) Curricular Variabil-

ity. (A fifth descriptor, No instructional Element, is a

null category which indicates that there is no specific

instructional intervention directed toward children.) ln

other words, it is maintained that all curricula demonstrate

an overall orientation, that they manifest certain design

principles, that they allocate responsibility in definite

ways, and finally, that they show varying degrees of con-

sistency and variability. By examining different curricula

according to these four prolram descriptors, a useful

characterization of the curricula can be developed.

1 8
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Although we have examined the program descriptors which

define the different approaches to the instructiOn of

children, the same logic surrounds the generation of pro-

gram descriptors to distinguish the instructional inter-

ventions directed toward instructors as well as the

instructional, participatory and employment interventions

focused on parents.

In the Policy:: Through Planned Variation experiment,

however, the heart of the variation -- and, indeed, thc

intervention has been the instructional clement. The

service and participatory program elements have not been

the subject of systematic variation, while widely divergent

2instructional approaches have been encouraged. Thc major

focus of the Program Element Typology is on thc instruc-

tional Elements. The program descriptors which delineate

the instructional elements of program approaches arc multi-

dimensional units with a coherent theoretical focus. They

encompass several distinct foci which partition the program

descriptors in various ways. Looking, for example, at the

program descriptor of Curricular Orientation undcr thc

target population of Children, wc see that it can be sub-

divided into Learning Emphasis, Instructional Model and

Locus of Reinforcement. It is assumed that the underlying

:orientation of a curriculum is revealed by examining.how it

is defined in these areas. The overall program descriptor

or curricular orientation is thc multi-dimensional aggrega-

tion of these sub-foci.

19
.1
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It should be noted that just as the education of

children is not a simple, unidlmensional endeavor, the

program descriptors arc not simplc, unidimeasional con-

cepts. Although the program descriptors share a unified

conceptual focus, this focus is a necessarily complex one.

To simplify the focus into an uncomplicated and primitive

depiction of the curricula would greatly weaken thc abil-

ity of this typology to discriminate the subtleties which

distinguish curricula. Even with the complex descriptors

which make up the Complete Program Element Typology, it

may be argued that any attempt to reduce an ongoing,

interactive process of instruction or service delivery

or employment to a limited set of descriptive categories

must ignore much of the richness of the process. Although

this argument is valid. (and inescapable), what is sought

in this treatment of the Follow Through program approaches

is a balance between descriptive adequacy and descriptive

economy. The price of an economical description of

program approaches is a coarse-grained depiction of these

approaches. Even with the complexity of the Program Element

Typology which is presented in Figure 2, it is inescapable

that force-fitting will be necessary to account for all

program approach variations. Nevertheless, these imperfee-
,

tions must ho tolerated unless the number of program

descriptors is to ,expand to an unusable number. With this

caveat in mind, we turn to an examination or the complete

Program Element Typology.

2 0
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1.1.. 'File Program Element Typology:

Program Des.criptors
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Fig. 2. Complete Program Element Typology

1 Children

1.1 Instructional Element

1.1.1 Curricular Orientation

1.1.1.1 Learning Emphasis

1.1.1.1.1 Process Emphasis. Orientation
IowarLF Learning'as a Complex,
Multi-dimensional, Interactive
Cognitive and. Emotional Process.
Concentration on the skills of
problem solving'with attention
to the feelings and self-per-

.

ceptions of "thc whole child."
Criterion of task.accomplish-

.-. mcnt often unexplicit.

1.1.1.1.2 Performance Emphasis. Orienta7
tion Toward the Performance of
social and cognitive behaviors.
Concentration on thc production
of correct responscs_with loss

tand attention to thc feelings and
self-perceptions of the child.
Emphasis on thc "presenting
behavior." Criteria of task
accomplishment behaviorally
specified.

1.1.1.1.3 Mixed Emphasis. Elements of
both orientations. No Dominant
Focus.

. 1.1.1.2 Instructional Role

1.1.1.2.1 Inteurctive Role. Instructor
uses judgment to respond to
thc child on thc basis of
principles outlined by thc
sponsor. instructor's behavior
not specified in advance.

1.1.1.2.2 Regulated Role. Instructor
rcspondr-s to child with beha-
viors specified in advance by
the sponsor.

1.1.1.2.3 Mixed Role. Elements of both
orientations. No Dominant
Focus.

1.1. I .3 Locus of Reinforcement

1.1.1.3.1 Instructional Activity

r
4
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1.1.1.3.2 instructors

1.1.1.3.3 Peers

1.1.1.3.4 Instructional Activity and
Instructors

1.1.1.3.5 Instructional Activity and
Peers

1

rot 1.1.1.3.6 instructors and Peers

1.1.1.3.7 Instructional Activity, In-
structors and Peers

awl

1.1.2 CurrienLar Design

1.1.2.1 Activities

1.1.2.1.1 Nature of Activities

1.1.2.1.1.1

1.1.2.1.1.2

1.1.2.1.1.3

Manipu1ative-Ex-
219 ratorv. Con-
centration on the
facilitation, of
the child's ex-
ploration of the
environment and
the physical mani-
pulation of ob-
jects. Activities
and materials vary
a great deal.
Utilization of the
materials in di-
verse ways is
encouraged.

Productive-Respon-
sive, Concentra-
tion on the facil-
itation of speci-

ctivties
lied respon=
A i

1.

materials structured
and uniform. Pro-
duction of.the de-
sired is

Mjxed Orientation.
Elemdnts of both
approaches. No
Dominant Emphasis.

1.1.7.1.2 Uniformity of Activities

1..1. 2.1.2.1

2 3

Diverse. Children
pursue different
activities during
the 'Instructional
Period.
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1.1.2.1.2.2 Identical. Children
pursue -die same
activity during
the Instructional
Period.

1.1.2.1.2.3 Mixed Orientation.
Elements of both
approaches. No
Dominant Emphasis.

1.1.2.2 Time Utilization

1.1.2.2.1 Diffuse. No specific subjects
TingfEa out for emphasis.
Attention broadly focused on
wide range of possible learn-
ing activities.

1.1.2.2.2 Concentrated. Intensive
attention to specific subjects
such as reading, mathematics,
handwriting. Minimum daily
time allocation for these
areas may be specified by the
sponsor.

1.1.2.2.3 Mixed. Orientation. Elements
ol both approaches. No Domi-
nant Focus.

1.1.2.3 instructional Grouping

1.1.2.3.1 Variability

1.1.2.3.1.1 Octerogeneous with
regard to:

1.1.2.3.1.1.1 Age

1.1.2.3.1.1.2 Sex

1.1.2.3.1.1.3 Develop-
mental or
Perform-
ance
Level

1.1.2.3.1.2 1lomo!1,eneous with
regard to:

1.1.2.3.1.2.1 Age

1.1.2.3.1.2.2 Sex

1.1.2.3.1.2.3 Develop-
mental Or
Perform-
ance
Level

2 4
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1.1.2.3.2 Size

1.1.2.3.2.1 Child Works Alone
(1 Child)

1.1.2.3.2.2 Small Groups (2-6
Chil(1 ren)

1.1.2.3.2.3 Large Groups (7-15
Children)

1.1.2.3.2.4 Entire Class (All
Children)

1.1.2.3.2.5 Alone and Small
Groups

1.1.2.3.2.6 Alone and Large
Groups

1.1.2.3.2.7 Alone and Entire
Class

1.1.2.3.2.8 Small Groups and
Large Groups

1.1.2.3.2.9 Small Groups and
Ent.ire Class

.

1.1.2.3.2.10 Large Groups and
Entire Class

1.1.2.3.2.11 Alone, Small
Groups and Large
Groups

1.1.2.3.2.12 Alone, Large
Groups and Entire
Class

1.1.2.3.2.13 Alone, Small
Groups and Entire
Class

1..1.2.3.2.14 Alone, Small
Groups, Large
Groups and Entire
Class

1.1.3 Curricular Responsibility

1.1.3.1 Pre-Instructional

1.1.3.1.1 Generation or Specification of
instructional Materials

1.1.3.1.1.1 Sponsor

1.1.3.1.1.2 Instructors

1.1.5.3.1.3 Sponsor and
Instructors
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1.1.3.1.2 Generation OT Specification
oC Instructional Activities

1.1.3.1.2.1 Sponsor

1.1.3.1.2.2 Instructors

1.1.3.1.2.3 Sponsor and
Instructors

1.1.3.2 Instructional

1.1.3.2.1 Maintenance of Instructional
interaction

1.1.3.2.1.1 School-based
Instructor

1.1.3.2.1.2 Home-based
Parent

1.1.3.2.1.3 School-basedor*

instructor and
Homc-based
Parcnt

1.1.3.2.2 Activity Sclection by:

1.1.3.2.2.1 Child

1.1.3.2.2.2 instructors

1.1.3.2.2.3 Child and
Instructors

1.1.3.3 Post Instructional

1.1.3.3.1 Formative Evaluation by:

1.1.3.3.1.1 Child

1.1.3.3.1.2 Instructors

1.1.3.3.1.3-Sponsor

1.1.3.5.1.4 Child and
instructors

1.1.3.3.1.5 Sponsor and
Instructors

1.1.3.3.1.6 Does not apply.
No Formative
Evaluation
Conducted.

1.1.3.3.2 Instructional Prescription by:

1.1.3.3.2.1 Child

1.1.3.3.2.2 Instructors

1.1.3.3.2.3 Sponsor

1.1.3.3.2.4 Child. and
instructors

2 6
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1.1.3.3.2.5 Sponsor and
Instructors

1.1.3.3.2.6 Does not apply.
No Instructional
Prescription
Made

1.1.4 Curricular Variability

1.1.4.1 _instructional Activities

1.1.4.1.1 Change Daily

1.1.4.1.2 Change Weekly

1.1.4.1.3 Change Monthly

1.1.4.1.4 Change Yearly

1.1.4.1.5 No Consistent Pattcrn

1.1.4.1.6 Do Not Change

1.1.4.2 Time Utilization

1.1.4.2.1 Changes Daily

1.1.4.2.2 Changes Weekly

1.1.4.2.3 Changes Monthly

1.1.4.2.4 Changes Yearly

1.1.4.2.5 No, Consistent Pattcrn

1.1.4.2.6 Docs Not Change

1.1.4.3 Instructional Grouping

1.1.4.3.1 Changes Daily

1.1.4.3.2 Changes Weekly

1.1.4.3.3 Changes Monthly

1.1.4.3.4 Changes Yearly

1.1.4.3.5 No Consistent Pattern

1.1.4.3.6 Does Not Change

1.1.5 No Instructional Element
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1.2 Service Element

1.2.1 Medical

1.2.1.1 Examination and Referral or
Treatment

1.2.2 Dental

1.2.2.1 Examination and Referral or
Treatment

1.2.3 Psychological

1.2.3.1 Preventive. Advise Instructional
Personnel

1.2.3.2 Examination and Referral or
Treatment

1.2.3.3 Preventive as well as Examination
and Referral or Treatment

1.2.4 Health and Nutrition

1.2.4.1 Educational Program

1.2.4.2 Mcal Program

1.2.4.3 Educational and Meal Program

1.2.5 No Service Element

2 Instructors

2.1 Instructional Element

2.1.1 Overall Orientation

2.1.1.1 Encouragemeht of individual Personal
Development

2.1.1.2 Familiarization with Philosophy and
Principles of the Sponsor

2.1.1.3 Internalization of Behaviorally
Specified Responses to instructional
Contingencies

2.1.1.4 Encouragement of Individual Personal
Development and Familiarization with
Philosophy and Principles of the
SpOnsor

2.1.1.5 Familiarization with Philosophy and
Principles of the Sponsor and
internalization of Behaviorally
Specified Responses to Instructiunal
Contingencies
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2.1.2 Means of instruction

2.1.2.1:Demonstration Classroom

2.1.2.2 Sponsor Observation Using Observation
Schedule and Feedback of Results

2.1:2.3 Informal Sponsor Observation and
Advising

2.1.2.4 Presentation of Theory or Teaching
Methods

2.1.2.5 Demonstration Classroom + Sponsor Ob-
servation Using Observation Schedule
and Feedback of Results

2.1.2.6 Demonstration Classroom + Informal
Sponsor Observation and Advising

2.1.2.7 Demonstration Classroom + Presentation
of Theory or Teaching Methods

2..1.2.8 Sponsor Observation Using Observation
Schedule and Feedback of Results +
Presentation of Theory or Teaching
Methods

2.1.2.9 Informal Sponsor Observation and
Advising + Presentation of Theory or
Teaching Methods

2.1.2.10 Demonstration ClassrooM + Sponsor
Observation Using Observation Schedule
and Feedback of Results + Presentation
of Theory or Teaching Methods

2.1.2.11 Demonstration Classroom + Informal
Sponsor Observation and Advising +
Presentation of Theory or Teaching
Methods

2.1.3 Responsibility for Planning and Facilitating
instruction

2.1.3.1 Sponsor

2.1.3.2 Instructors

2.1.3.3 Sponsor and Instructors

2.1.4 Formative Uvaluation

2.1.4.1 Self-Evaluation

2.1.4.1.1 Based on Instructor's Per-
ceptions of Classroom
interaction

2.1.4.1.2 Based on Implementation
Criteria
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2.1.4.1.3 No Self-Evaluation

2.1.4.2 Evaluation by Others

2.1.4.2.1 Evaluators

2.1.4.2.1.1 Sponsor (or Spon-
sor's Representa-
tive)

2.1.4.2.1.2 Peer Instructors

2.1.4.2.1.3 Sponsor and Peer
Instructors

2.1.4.2.1.4 No Evaluation by
Others

2..1.4.2.2 Means of Evaluation

2.1.4.2.2.1 Directed Observa-
tion

2.1.4.2.2.2 Assessment.of
Children's Progress

2.1.4.2.2.3 Directed Observa-
tion and Assess-
ment.of Children's
Progress

2.1.5 No Instructional Element

3 Parents

3.1 Instructional Element

3.1.1 Primary Focus

3.1.1.1 Concentration on the Parent-Child
Interaction

3.1.1.2 Familiarization with Philosophy and
Principles of the Sponsor's Curriculum

3.1.1.3 Concentration on Social Change and
Community Action Skills

3.1.1.4 Concentration on Principles of
Budgeting, Nutrition and Health Care

3.1.1.5 Concentration on the Parent-Child
Interaction and Social Change and
Community Action Skills

3.1.1.6 Familiarization with Philosophy and
Principles of the Sponsor's Curriculum
and Social Change and Community Action
Skills

3.1.1.7 Familiarization with Philosophy and
Principles of the Sponsor's Curriculum
and Principles of Budgeting, Nutrition
and HealLh Care
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3.1.1.8 Concentration on Social Change and
Community Action Skills and Principles
of Budgeting, Nutrition and Health Care

3.1.2 No Instructional Element'

3.2 Participatory Element (Unsalaried)

3.2.1 Primary Focus

3.2.1.1 Community Organization and School
Governance

3.2.1.2 instructional Assistants

3.2.1.3 Community Organization and School
Governance as well as Instructional
Assistants

3.2.2 No Participatory Element

3.3 Employment Element

3.3.1 Primary Focus

3.3.1.1 instructional

3.3.1.2 Administrative

3.3.1.3 School-Community Liaison

3.3..1.4 Community Organization

3.3.1.5 Instructional and Administrative

3.3.1.6 Instructional and School-Community
Liaison

3.3.1.7 instructional, Administrative and
School-Community Liaison

3.3.2 No Employment Element

3 1
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Employment Element

3. 3.1 Primary Focus

3. 3.1.1 Instructional

3. 3.1. 2 Administrative

3. 3.1.3 School-Community Liaison

3. 3.1. 4 Conununity Organization

3. 3. 1. 5 Instructional and Admin 1.5 trative

3 . 3..1. 6 Instructional and School-Community
Liaison

3. 3.1 . 7 Instructional , Administrati ve and
School-Community Liaison

3. 3 . 2 No Employment Element
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The Pro.,gram Element Typology li:
Program Descriptors

Figure 2 presents the complete Program Element

Typology. The purpose of this section of the paper is to

examine the rationale for the selection of each program

descriptor and then to define each descriptor and sub-

descriptor so that they may be used to characterize the

Follow Through program approaches. Accordingly, this

section may he considered a commentary on the complete

Program Element Typology.

Following the order established in the Program

.Element Typology, we will first consider the instructional

program element which is directed toward the population of

children. Once this category has been examined, we will

turn to the service element directed toward the same popu-

lation. The program elements which affect the populations

of instructors and parents will be considered in turn

until the entire Program Element Typology has been surveyed.

Program Elements Directed Toward Children

InstructiOnal Program Element Directed
TowaiTiThfraTen

Program Descriptor: 1.1.1 Curricular Orientation

In general, the Program Element Typology concen-

trates on thc readily observable parts of an instructional

curriculum. It is Felt that distinctions can best be made

between curriculc. on the basis of what can be observed

rather than what is espoused by the curriculum sponsor.

But an emphasis on directly observable data is superficial

3 3



unless there is some attention to the intent and the

general theoretical orientation of the sponsor. Curricula

are created according to the ideas, assumptions and

theories of the curriculum builder. These basic assump-

tions will guide decisions concerning different facets of

the curriculum. The assumptions of the curriculum builder

stamp the curriculum with a specific orientation.

In the educational literature, various rubrics

have been used to describe general theoretical orientations,

and to classify instructional approaches on the basis of

these rubrics. The most common distinction is that of

developmental and behavioral theoretical orientations.

Most curricular innovations in Follow Through.and elsewhere

can be seen as having their theoretical roots in these

schools of thought. To labol a curricular orientation as

behavioristic or developmental, however, is to use a very

gross and potentially misleading nomenclature for a

curriculum which may create its own distinctive admixture

of both theoretical approaches. Rather than resort to a

gross categorization of curriculum orientation zi.s develop

mental or behavioristic, a more useful approach is to note

how the orientation of curricula differ in three basic

areas:

(1) the Learning limphasis which is the focus of the
curriculum;

(2) the Instructional model which is utilized; ud

(3) the Locus or ReinForcement which is assumed to
exist.
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Let us take a closer look at each of these distinguishing

categories.

1.1.1.1 Learning Emphasis

There are three distinct emphases which can bc

given to the act of learning: (1) a process emphasis;

(2) a performance emphasis; and (3) a mixed emphasis.

When the process of learning is emphasized, attcn-

tion is directed to encouraging the child to bc involved

in this learning process, and less attention is given to

the specific learning outcomes. A basic goal of this

orientation is to encourage the child to engage in learning

activities unassisted and to remain involved with the

learning activities. An often quoted maxim of this learn-

ing orientation is that the child must "learn how to learn."

It is assumed that once a child becomes familiar with and

enticed by the process of learning, then the child will

desire to continue to learn, and important learning out-

comes will be facilitated by this self-generated process

involvement.

A process emphasis suggests the curriculum must

help a child to learn the skills of problem solving so that

thcsc skills may be applied to many different areas. In

this manner, if the child gains competency in the learning

process, thcn performance in thc academic domain will follow

naturally.

Another assumption v.hich generally is part of the
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process emphasis to learning is a belief that learning is

a complex, multi-dimensional, internal process which is

govcrncd by thc child and which involves emotions and

self-perceptions as well as cognitive skills. The com-

plexity of this process must be recognized and dealt with,

and thus to encourage learning is to facilitate the multi-

dimensional growth of thc whole child, rather than to

teach in the narrowly defined realm of expected academic

competencies. These academic competencies are respected,

but it is believed that thcy will result from the child's

intense involvement with the overall process of learning,

rathcr than from the specific emphasis of academic skills.

Because the process emphasis to learning focuses

on thc child's ongoing involvement with instructional

materials rather than on the results of that involvement,

criteria of adequate process involvement or of the

occurance or sufficient learning outcome are often diffi-

cult to operationalize in an explicit and unequivocal

manner. Since it is assumed that learning is complex and

multi-dimensional, the acceptance of simplified, clear-cut

criteria for that learning is difficult.

An orientation to learning which emphasizes

performance suggests a distinctly different conception of

thc learning act. What is in question here is not the

murky complexities or the multi-dimensional process oC

learning, but the elcments of the learning act which can be

observed, quantified and madc expiicit. A performance
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emphasis does not raise the question of the ultimate,

internal, irreducible nature of learning, but instead,

focuses on the parts of learning which are accessible to

measurement, the perforMance of the child on defined

learning tasks. Curricula which demonstrate a performance

emphasis do not neglect the emotional aspects of children's

development, they merely assume that healthy emotional

development will be facilitated by the satisfaction of

learning to perform relevant cognitive and social tasks.

This orientation then assumes that concern for the child

can best be shown by teaching the child to perform well

on school-relevant specified tasks. Because the perform-

ance of specific behaviors is sought, the criterion of

task accomplishment can be clearly specified in this

learning orientation.

lt must be noted that the responsibility for this

characterization or process and performance learning

emphases belongs to the author. The narrative descriptions

of these emphases arc short, and perhaps inadequate in

presenting all of the differences and subtleties which

separate these orientations . Again, we find a necessary

compromise between descriptive adequacy and descriptive

economy. lt is hoped, however, that these descriptions

convey a general notion of two sorts of emphasis which can

be given to the learning act. It is not suggosted that one

orientation is inherently superior to the other orientation.

It is suggested, however, that these orientations differ
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in the emphasis they place on the learning act, and the

subsequent orientation which is found in the curricula

which embody these different learning emphases.

The third category of learning orientation, nixed

emphasis, suggests the combination of processes and

performance emphases and denotes the admixture of the

approaches with neither approach dominant. This third

category allows for the creative synthesis of the above

orientations. The characteristics of a mixed emphasis to

the learning act can bc constructed by referring back to

the descriptions of process and performance orientations

delineated above.

In an effort to summarize the above discussion of

learning emphases, the abbreviated definitions or the

three orientations which appear on the complete Program

Element Typology arc noted below.

1.1.1.1.1 Process hm)hasis. Orientation Toward
Learning as a Complex, Multi-dimensional,..
Interactive Cognitive and Emotional Process.
Concentration on the skills of problem
solving with attention to the feelings and
self-perceptions oC "the whole child."
Criterion of task accomplishment often
unexplicit.

1.1.1.1.2 Performance Er.lphasis. Orientation
Toward the Performance of social and cogni-
tive behaviors. Concentration on the pro-
duction of correct responses with less atten-
tion to the feelings and self-perceptions of
the child. Emphasis on the "presenting
behavior." Criteria of task accomplishment
behaviorally specified.

EmphasH. Elements of both
orientations. No Hominant Focus.
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1.1.1.2 Instructional Role

The concept, instructional role, expresses the

generalized expectations which are held for the nature of

the instructors responses to the child during the in-

structional period. There arc three types or instructional

roles: (1) Interpretive; (2) Regulated; and (3) Mixed.

The Inteuretive instructional role relies on the

instructor to make autonomous decisions regarding the

proper responses to be made to the child throughout the

instructional period. The instructor is assumed to be

familiar with the theories and principles of the curricular

designer, but uses individual judgment in the operational-

ization of these concepts. l'Lith the interpretive in-

structional role, correct responses to instructional contin-

gencies cannot he Cully specified in advance since the

optimum response relies on the judicious judgment of the

instructor. Different children may require distinctly

different treatment, and it is felt that the instructor can

best decide on the spot the appropriate course of action.

The repulated instructional role gives less autonomy

to the teacher to make decisions regarding thc optimum

response to instructional contingencies. Certain instruc-

tionally-appropriate behaviors arc specified in advance,

and it is the responsibility of the instructor to respond

to the child with these carefully defined behaviors. The

regulated instructional role requires that consistent well-

defined procedures he used in dealing with children, and
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thus there is little room Cor intuition or spur-of-the-

moment decisions.

The mixed orientation demonstrates, naturally,

elements of both of the previous instructional roles.

Instructional responses, CC:Yr example, may be carefully

specified in some curricular areas, while other areas are

left to the judgment and intuition of the instructor. In

the mixed orientation, the instructor fulfills no dominant

instructional role.

In an effort to summarize the above discussion of

instructional role, the abbreviated definitions of the

three orientations which appear on the cemplete program

Typology are noted below.

1.1.1.2.1 Interpretive Role. Instructor uses
jüThnwnt child on the basis
of principles outlined by the sponsor. In-
structor's behavior not specified in advance.

1.1.1.2.2 Refulated Role. Instructor responds
to child with behaviors specified in advance
by the sponsor.

1.1.1.2.3 Mixed Role. Flements of both orienta-
_ _ . _ _ . _

tions. O I)ominant Focus.

1.1.1.3 Locus of Reinforcement

For the heuristic purposes of this paper, reinforce-

ment is considered to be the elusive quality which main-

tains the participation of children in task-activities.

Reinforcement, in effect, is seen as the payoff for in-

structional involvement. The locus of reinforcement

indicates the. source rroM which the reinforcement derives,
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and denotes the agents or the activities which are ex-

pected to be reinforcing during the instructional

period. There are three primary loci of reinforcement:

(1) Instructional Activity; (2) Instructors; and (3) Peers.

These loci can be combined in various ways.

When the locus of reinforcement is located within

the instructional activity itself, then it is the pleasure,

interest and discoveries inherent in participation in the

learning activity which sustain the child's involvement.

In this case, a child participates in the learning task

"because it is fun" or is in some way rewarding. Such

activities arc often said to be intrinsically reinforcing

to the child. Many Follow Through and other curricula

.strive to create instructional .activities for which the act

of participation not only provokes learning, but at the

same time reinforces the child. In this manner, participa-

tion becomes its own reward.

Another approach to maintaining the child's interest

and participation in a learning activity is to make the

instructor the reinforcing agent and hence, the locus of

reinforcement. In this casa, the instructor dispenses praise,

tokens, privileges and the like to children when they arc

behaving appropriately. Unlike a curriculum where rein-

forcement 'is found merelY in the act oC participation, a

curriculum which makes the instructor the reinforcing agent

oains control over when reinforcement will and will not

occur. ln this manner, the instructor can reinforce
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behavior which is thought to be worthwhile and-productive

of desired learning outcomes and not reinforce (or ignore)

behavior which is unproductive.

The third locus where reinforcement can be sought

is from the other children in the classroom. Some

curricula encourage peer reinforcement in order to reduce

the dependency of the individual child on the instructor.

It is also argued that peer reinforcement encourages inde-

pendence of thought, cooperation, mutual respect and

feelings of community. Like the reinforcement which is

found in learning activities, however, peer reinforcement

cannot be readily controlcd by the instructor.

When considering the locus oE reinforcement preva-

lent in a curriculum, it is not assumed that all reinforce-

ment will be derived from the same locus to the complete

exclusion of all 'other loci. This is clearly impossible.

Even in a curriculum which strives to make participation in

activities an intrinsically reinforcing experience, the

occasional word or smile. From the teacher will provide

reinforcement from another source. What is assumed,

however, for the purposes of this typology, is that most

curricula strive to encourage certain dominant loci of

reinforcement and attempt to discourage other loci. Some

curricula treat all sources of reinforcement equally,

however, and sub-descriptor 1.1.1.3.7, which locates rein-

forcement in the Instructional Activity, as well as the

Instructors and Peers, provides For this indiscriminant
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structure. But for most curricula, a significant dimension

of the overall orientation can bc described by noting the

dominant locus of reinforcement. This dominant locus

will shape the sorts of child-instructor-activity inter-

actions which help define the curricular orientation.

To recapitulate and summarize the above distinction,

the abbreviated loci of reinforcement which appears on the

complete Program Element Typology is reprinted below.

1.1.1.3 Locus of Reinforcement

1.1.1.3.1 instructional Activity

1.1.1.3.2 instructors

L.I.1.3.3 Peers

1.1.1.3.4 Instructional Activity and
Instructors

1.1.1.3.5 instructional Activity and Peers

1.1.1.3.6 instructors and Peers

1.1.1.3.7 Instructional Activity, Instructors
and Peers

Program Descriptor: 1.1.2 Curricular Design

The program descriptor, Curricular Design, departs

from the theoretical-philosophical realm surveyed by the

previous descriptor of Curricular Orientation and focuses

on three pragmatic questions which illuminate the internal

structure of various curricula. This program descriptor

seeks to answer thc following questions: (1) What sort of

activities take place durilw thc instructional process?

(2) How is time utilized during the instructional period?

43



35

and (3) In what sorts of groups does instruction otcdr?

It is felt that these questions reflect essential concerns

which must be addressed in the creation of a curriculum

and by attending to these concerns, a better understanding

of the divergence and commonality of various curricula can

be obtained. Accordingly, the three foci of the program

descriptor, Curricular Design, arc: (1) Activities;

(2) Time Utilization; and (3) Instructional Grouping. We

will now examine variations

1.1.2.1 Activities

possible in these three areas.

Two considerations can help define the instructional

activities which arc at the heart of a curriculum. First,

we may concentrate en the sorts of activities which occur

during the instructional period. Secondly, we can observe

the uniformity with which these activities take place. We

will consider these issues in turn.

In consideration of the general nature of the

activities which occur during the instructional period,

three broad categories arc useful to partition the many

activity variations into general domains. These general

domains which specify broad types of activity are entitled:

(1) Manipulative-lixploratory; (2) Productive-Responsive;

and (3) Mixed Orientation.

Manipulative-Exploratorv activities, as the name

implies, encourage physical activity and movement throughout

the instructional setting. .lany objects are present for
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the child to utilize in learning interactions. Exploration

and investigation of the environment is encouraged. It is

thought to be essential that the child is physically in-

volved in activity. Typical manipulative-exploratory

activities for a child might include arranging, sorting or

cataloguing objects in some fashion, drawing or painting

pictures, constructing models with wood, telling or

writing stories, acting in plays, and generally exploring

and manipulating the classroom environment.

Another approach is found in productive-responsive

activities. In these activities, the child is not expected

to be initiatory and assertive, but to respond in an appro-

priate manner to the learning task. Unlike manipulative-

exploratory activities, the emphasis of productive-

responsive activities is on performing the learning task

in a specified manner. Certain dimensions of appropriate

task performance are defined in advance, and the child is

encouraged to respond to the learning task with appropriate

behavior. These activities tend to be less freewheeling

than the manipulative-exploratory ones, and are generally

structured to produce a specific learning outcome for the

child. Typical productive-responsive activities include

scatwork, drill, or the completion of learning exercises

structured to hring children to a pre-determined goal.

The final category, the Mixed Orientation, requires

little explanaLion. It indicates that both sorts of

activities arc employed for instructional purposes. A
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curriculum in this category, for example, could stress

productive-responsive activities for-the teaching of read-

ing, but teach math using manipulative-exploratory ones.

Or 'both sorts of activities might be combined to teach a

single subject arca.

Beyond the nature of the activities which contri-

bute to the design of a curriculum, the uniformity of

these activities is another important consideration. Thc

Uniformity of Activitv dimension is an important one,

because thc more uniform the activities in a classroom, the

more certain it is that each child will receive the same

instructional treatment.

Although uniformity of activity is a significant

concept, it is a difficult one to define, as the notion of

uniformity canbc specified at different levels of analysis.

For example, in one classroom all children may be engaged

in reading scatwork, but with different reading materials

and be proceding through these materials at different rates.

Should this be considered a uniform activity? Similarly,

in another classroom, all the children arc engaged in

the same activity, putting on a play, hut some children

arc acting, while others draw posters and others paint

Scenery. Again, one can wonder if this is to be considered

a uniform activity. Finally, consider the classroom in

which some children arc constructing model ships, while

others bind sticks to mal:c toy tepees for social studies,

and others drill holes in woud
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the hammering and the drilling, the question arises as to

whether the activities in this classroom can be considered

uniform.

For the purposes of this typology, uniformity of

activity will be said to Occur when the activities of all

children are focused toward the same immediate instructional

objective. Thus in the examples given above, the class

involved in individually-paced and chosen reading work,

and the class constructing objects with their hands could

be considered to be involved in uniform activity, while

the class producing the play would not be so considered

since some children are learning to act, while others

learn to paint and draw. It is worth noting that both

manipulative-exploratory and productive-responsive activi-

ties can he considered diverse or identical, depending on

the immediate instructional aim of those activities.

'In the program Element Typology, the concept of

uniformity of activity can be divided into three categories:

(1) Diverse; (2) Identical; and, as before, (3) Mixed. A

brief treatment of each category will be given below.

Diverse activity is said to occur when children

pursue qualitatively different learning goals as.the imme-

diate objective oC their learning. Any group activity

which encourages different children to participate in qual-

itatively diCferent ways and hence to facilitate qualita-

tively different learning goals is considered diverse. On

the other hand, an identical activity has the same qualita-
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tive learning goal for all children, even though their

moment-to-moment activities may seem different.

A mixed orientation once more allows for the

combination of the above approaches and does not present

a dominant emphasis. An example of this type of curricular

design might be one in which some instructional time is

allotted for children to pursue activities of their

choice, but later requires them to write a story about

their chosen activity.

To recapitulate and summarize the above discussion,

the treatment of curricular activities which appears in

the complete Program Element Typology appears below.

1.1.2.1 Activities

1.1.2.1.1 Nature of Activities

1.1.2.1.1.1 Manipulative-Exploratory.
Concentration on the facil-
itation of the child's
exploration of the environ-
ment and the physical
manipulation of objects.
Activities and materials
vary a great deal. Util-
ization of the materials
in diverse ways is
encouraged.

1.1.2.1.1.2 Productive-Rcs)onsive.
Concentration on the facil-
itation of specified
responses. Activities and
materials structured and
uniform. Production of
the desired behavior is
encouraged.

1.1.2.1.1.3 Mixed Orientation. Ele-
ments of both approaches.
No Dominant Emphasis.
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1.1.2.1.2 Uniformity of Activities

1.1.2.1.2.1 Diverse: Children pursue
TaTerent activities during
the Instructional Period.

1.1.2.1.2.2 identical: Children
pursue the same activity
during the Instructional
Period.

1.1.2.1.2.3 Mixed Orientation. Ele-
ments of both approaches.
No Dominant Emphasis.

1.1.2.2 Time Utilization

The question of how instructional time can best be

utilized has a long history of educational debate. The

variable of.time, generally measured in instructional days,

appears regularly in educational research. Like personnel

and materials, time is an important resource which can be

spent in different ways to create diverse instructional

environments. The use of instructional time can be measured

and categorized in various subtle ways, but in the interest

of descriptive economy, three categories have been gene-

rated to consider this dimension in the design of

curricula. These dimensions arc: (1) Diffuse; (2) Concen-

trated; and (3) Mixed. A discussion of these dimensions

appears below.

Time utilization is considered to he diffuse when

time is rather equally allotted to all academie subjects.

With this utilization of time, no subjects arc selected

for special emphasis or treatment. Given this orientation,

learning is generally considered as an organic process, and
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it is thought to emphasize some subjects at the expense

of others, would distort and unbalance the equilibrium of

the organic learning process.

The utilization of time in a concentrated manner,

however, provides another approach to spending time, and

stresses that more of the overall time resource must be

allotted to specified subject areas. Such a concentrated

emphasis is undertaken in the belief that certain subject

areas arc more important than others because they arc con-

sidered to be essential for further learning and success

in school. Because of this assumption, it is thought that

instructional time must be concentrated on these areas, so

that children will not be short-changed in the acquisition

of these basic skills.

In regard to time utilization,,the mixed orienta-

tion provides a middle ground between the concentrated and

diffuse approaches. This category suggests that there may

be slight emphasis given some subjects, but. not enough to

warrant the placement of time utilization in the concen-

trated category. The mixed category suffers, like many

others in this typology, from a lack of operational defini-

tion and quantification. Such specification could easily

be developed through a more exact analysis of time use in

the different Follow Through curricula, and if this typology

proves to bc conceptually useful, such operational specifi-

cation would logically seem to be the next step for those

elements of the program descriptors which could profit from

5 0



42

more exact quantification.

To summarize the above discussion, the abbreviated

definitions of time utilization which appear in the Program

Element Typology arc displayed below.

1.1.2.2 Time Utilization

1.1.2.2.1 Diffuse. No specific subjects
singled out for emphasis. Attention
broadly focused on wide range of
possible learning activities.

1.1.2.2.2 Concentrated. Intensive attention
to specific subjects such as reading,
mathematics, handwriting. Minimum
daily time allocation for these
areas may be specified by the sponsor.

1.1.2.2,3 Mixed Orientation. Elements of both
approaches. No Dominant Focus.

1.1.2.3 instructional Grouping

The practice of instructional grouping has stirred

debate and emotional controversy as perhaps no other topic

in the educational literature. Indeed, one Follow Through

curricular approach stresses multi-age grouping as the key

curricular element.' Current reform efforts consistently

call for heterogeneity in grouping practices, one of the

most recent effort being the court-mandated mainstreaming

of the educationally handicapped. For the purposes of the

Program Element Typology, the concept, Instructional

Grouping, refers to the characteristics of the other

children within the instructional group, and also to the

size of that group.

The fundamental concept of group is more complex
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than is evident at first glance and deserves further defi-

nition. For the purposes of this paper, an assemblage of

children will be considered an instructional group if

three criteria are met. First, the children must be

located in relatively close physical proximity to one

another, the outer boundary being no greater than the area

of an average self-contained classroom. Thus, for the

purposes of this paper, all of the first graders in five

separate classrooms within the same school would not be

considered a group since they do not meet the criterion of

physical proximity. Secondly, for a collection of children

to be considered an instructional group, there must be

verbal or physical interaction among the children. Given

this second criterion, five children who arc seated in a

small circle reading silently and who do not converse or

interact with one another would be considered to be working

alone rather than in a small group. Finally, the children

must be involved in an instructional activity which has

uniforM instructional objectives. This criterion suggests

that five children who arc sitting in close proximity and

talking amongst themselves, but working on diverse academic

sui,jects do not constitute an instructional group.

There arc two key categories which distinguish the

instructional grouping practices of various curricular

designs: (1) Variability; and (2) Size.

Variability refers to the overall homogeneity or

heterogeneity which characterize the children in an
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instructional group. Homogeneity and heterogeneity, for

categories of age and developmental or performance level,

are relative terms, and need to be defined to avoid con-

fusion. For the purposes of this typology, a group will

be considered homogeneous in regards to age if the

childrens birth dates fall within the same chronological

year. With regards to performance level, a homogeneous

group is one in which the children arc all performing

within six months of each other on a standardized assess-

ment of educational performance. The criterion of homo-

geneity of developmental level is more difficult to

specify because it is a more diffuse concept which is

often defined in different ways by different theoretical

orientations and curricula. In applying the Program

Element Typology, a group will be considered homogeneous

in regard to the developmental level of children if, in

the opinion of the instructors, most children arc concerned

with the same general developmental tasks or thought to be

in the same general developmental stage. It should be

noted that in this category, like many others in the

typology, it is the curricular intent rather than the

actual operationalization of this intent which is to be

examined in categorizing the curricular design. To place

this idea in the language of the program evaluators, the

Program Element Typology assumes 100 percent implementation

of the sponsor's curriculum, and addresses the question, if

the curricular designer had complete control of the
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instructional situation, what would occur?

The notion of homogeneity and heterogeneity in

regard to sex hardly needs explanation, and may seem to be

a useless category since all Follow Through curricula

treat boys and girls together. The author wishes to point

out, however, that many personality and behavioral differ-

ences have been noted between boys and girls, and thc idea

of separating boys and girls in some instructional groups

within the classroom to pursue the same curricular goals

may have merit as a curricular experiment. For this

reason, thc category of homogeneity of sex has been in-

cluded within the category of instructional grouping.

Thc size of instructional groups is also an

important factor in curriculum design. The recent trend in

education has been to move away from instructional arrange-

ments which focus on the entire class and utilize individual

and small group instructional methods. This trend is re-

flected in many of thc Follow Through curricula.

he size of the intended instructional groupings

can be partitioned into four categories. if a child works

alone, this naturally suggests that no other children

collaborate in the instructional task. A small group of

children is defined to include two to six children. From

seven to fifteen children constitutes a laro,c croup, and

if more than fifteen children work together in the same

instructional activity, it is assumed that this arrangement

can be considered to include the entire class. Various
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combinations of these instructional groupings may, of course,

also occur.

The instructor may or may not bc a part of the

instructional group, but in the cases wl;cre thc instructor

is presentas in drill or individual help periods, thc in-

structor's presence is not considered in determining the

size oF the instructional group.

To conclude this discussion of instructional

grouping, the variations possible in this clement of

curricular design which arc listed in the Program Element

Typology appear below.

1.1.2.3 Instructional Grouping

1.1.2.3.1 Variability

1.1.2.3.1.1 Heterogeneous with regard
to:

1.1.2.3.1.1.1 Age

1.1.2.3.1.1.2 Sex

1.1.2.3.1.1.3 Developmental
or Perform-
ance Level

1.1.2.5.1.2 Homogeneous with regard
to:

1.1.2.3.7.2.1 Age

1.1.2.3.1.9.2 Sex

1.1.2.3.1.2.3 Developmental
or Perform-
ance Level

1.1.2.7).2 S

1.1.2.3.2.1 Child Works Alone (1 Child)

L.).2.:i.2.2 Small Groups (2-6 Childrun)
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1. 1.2.3.2.3 Large Groups (7-15 Children)

1.1.2.3.2.4 Entire Class (All Children)

1.1.2.3.2.5 Alone and Small Groups

1.1.2.3.2.6 Alone and Large Groups

1.1.2.3.2.7 Alone and Entire Class

1.1.2.3.2.8 Small Groups and Large
Groups

1.1.2.3.2.9 Small Groups and Entire
Class

1.1.2.3.2.10 Large Groups and Entire
Class

1.1.2.3.2.11 Alone, Small Groups and
Large Groups

1.1.2.3.2.12 Alone, Large Groups and
Entire Class

Afeile, Small Groups and
Entire Class

1.1.2.3.2.14 Alone, Small Groups,
Large Groups and Entire
Class

Program Descijytor: 1.1.3 Curricular Responsibilitv

The concept of responsibility within the context of

the Instructional rocus_or the Program Element Typology

addresses two broad and signiCicant questions: (1) Who has

the power to make and carry out instructional decisions?

and (2) What is the nature oi these decisions? Considering

the diversity of Follow Through curricula, there are no

consensual answers to these questions, and the issues of

responsibility and concurrent autonomy, like the other

educational ,issues which-have served as Foci for the program
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descriptors, generate diverse opinions, and often, heated

disagreement.

The types of responsibility given to different

individuals throughout the instructional process varies a

great deal in different curricular approaches. Consider

Cor a moment, the essential question or who should be

given primary responsibility For educating childre'l.

Should this job be assigned to teachers or parents? Both

teachers and parents serve as educators of children, and

different Follow Through program approaches have put

different emphasis on the roles of teachers within the

classroom and parents within thc home.

No matter which party is responsible for the

actual maintenance of the instructional interaction with

the child, other equally important instructional decisions

must also be made. Who, for example, is to be held respon-

sible for planning or generating the potentially available

instructional activities and materials? Who will be given

the responsibility for choosing the activities which will

take place during the daily instructional period. And,

finally, who will evaluate the progress of individual

children toward the attainment of instructional goals and

plan for the future individual work of each child? Those

are the central'issues which define the program descriptor

of curricular responsibility, and although they are largely

self-explanatory, they will he discussed briefly below.

The questjons of curricular responsibility have been
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arranged chronologically, and will be considered in the

following order. The concerns of: (1) Pre-Instructional;

(2) Instructional; and finally, (3) Post-Instructional.

1.1.2.1 Pre-lnstructional

Before a child becomes engaged in a learning acti-

vity, a great deal of planning and thought is necessary to

make the learning activities potentially available for the

child. The responsibility for thc generation or sTecifica-

tion of instructional materials can he veSted in diverse

parties, and different curricula allocate this responsi-

bility in different ways. A second area of responsibility

which can vary widelv in its assignment, concerns the

guidelines for the use oC these materials or, in thc terms

of the Program Element Typology, in the generation or

specification of instructional activities. By considering

who is given the responsibility to select and develop

materials and activities, a useful measure of the autonomy

of the individual instructor can be .obtained. If the

instructor is to be solely responsible for these tasks, the

instructor is allowed a great deal of autonomy. On the

othcr hand, if the instructor's role is to implement the

activities and materials designed or selected primarily.by

the sponsor, the instructor's autonomy is considerably

decreased. A middle ground exists where the sponsor and

the instructor take juint rel;ponsibility for the creation

of materials nnd activities.
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It should again be noted that the term, instructor,

refers to the individual who is responsible for thc actual

instruction of the child and may bc a parent inside thc

home as well as a classroom teacher.

To recapitulate the above discussion, the various

pre-instructional responsibilities listed in the Program

. Element Typology are presented below.

1.1.3.1 Pre-histructional

1.1.3.1.1 Generation or Specification of In-
structional Materials

1.1.3.1.1.1 Sponsor

1.1.3.1.1.2 Instructors

1.1.3.1.1.3 Sponsor and Instructors

1. 1. .3.1.2 Generation or Specification of In-
structional Activities

1.1.3.1.2.1 Sponsor

1.1.3.1.2.2 Instructors

1.1.3.1.2.3 Sponsor. and Instructors

1.1.3.2 Instructional

During the period of instruction, there arc two

areas of responsibility which distinguish different curricu-

lar approaches. The first arca concerns thc individual

who is given actual responsibility for the maintenance of

the instructional interaction. As it has huon noted, some

curricula sce-the primary responsibility for instrUction

resting with the c1assroom teacher, while others place the

parent in this instructional role. A third approach divides
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instructional responsibility between the teachers at

school and the parents at home.

No matter which party is responsible for maintain-

ing and supervising the instructional activities, the

issue of who will have responsibility for the immediate

activitv..seleCtion during the instructional period raises

another question. In curricula which are designed with

thc goal of encouraging the autonomy and independence of

the child, it is often the child who has the primary

responsibility for choosing the activities which will be

the focus of the instructional period. The opposite

approach is Found in curricula which give the instructor

thc primary responsibility for deciding with which activi-

ties tho.children will be engaged during the instructional

period. lh between these polar approaches, there is the

intermcdiat position whop: both the child and the in-

structor are mutually respensibl(' for activity selection.

This intermediate position can bc reached in different

ways.. For example, the child may be give71 freedom to

choose activities for part of the instructional period, but

be required to participate in other activities chosen by

the teacher. Or, the child and the instructor might confer

and reach a joint deci:,don concerning the appropri:ite

instructional pursuit.

To recapitulate, the categories of instructional

responsibility arc reproduced below as they exist on the

Prom;ram Element Typology.
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1.1.3.2 Instructional

1.1.3.2.1 Maintenance of Instructional
Interaction

1.1.3.2.1.1 School-based Instructor

1.1.3.2.1.2 Home-based Parent

1.1.3.2.1.3 School-based Instructor
and Home-based Parent

1.1.3.2.2 Activity Selection by:

1.1.3.2.2.1 Child

1.1.3.2.2.2 Instructors

1.1.3.2.2.3 Child c.nd instructors

1.1.3.3 Post-Instructional

The final area of responsibility, involves those

decisions made after the instructional interaction and

concern: (I) Formative Evaluation, and (2) Instructional

Prescription.

For most curricula, formative evaluation of a

child's progress in relation to curricular goals is an on-

going process. 'This evaluation may occur in a variety of

different ways. Most simply, the child may be encouraged

to evaluate learning progress and decide "how I'm doing."

With this procedure, it is the child who has the primary

responsibility for evaluating learning. Another approach

is to give the instructor the responsibility to decide "how

things are going" for various children. This may be done

through informal reflection, or through a more formal

assessment using specific evaluative instruments. A third
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approach places the responsibility for the ongoing eval-

uation in the hands of the sponsor who can assess the

progress of children through elaborate computer-assisted

evaluation of criterion tests. Comhinations of the above

approaches are, of couse, also possible. Finally,

formative evaluation may be completely eschewed within

the classroom in the assumption that the process of evalua-

tion is a threatening one which is antithetical to the

learning process.

These diverse approaches to the formative evalua-

tion of the progress of children often lead to definite

instructional prescriptions. The child may be expected to

take responsibility for determining what learning activities

should be pursued, or deciding "to work harder." Similarly,

the instructor may be given responsibility for directing

the learning activities of certain children and specifying

extra work which must he completed. Another approach to

instructional prescription is for the sponsor, after

analyzing the performance data from criterion tests, to

specify the materials on which a child should be working

and the rate of progress which should be expected for that

child. Once more, combinations of the above approaches may

also occur. Finally, no proscription may be made, and

curricular activities might occur unchanged as they have in

the past.

These distinctions which allocate the responsibility

for formative evaluation and instructional prescription in
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various ways are summarized below ill the excerpt.from the

Program Element Typology.

1.1.3.3 Post Instructional

1.1.3.3.1 Formative Evaluation by:

1.1.3.3.1.1 Child

1.1.3.3.1.2 instructors

1.1.3.3.1.3 Sponsor

1.1.3.3.1.4 Child and Instructors

1.1.3.3.15 Sponsor and Instructors

1.1.3.3.1.6 Does not apply. No Forma-
tive Evaluation Conducted.

.3.3.2 instructional Prescription by:

1.1.3.3.2.1 Child

1.1.3.3.2.2 Instructors

1.1.3.3.2.3 Sponsor

1.1.3.3,2.4 Child and Instructors

1.1.3.3.2.5 Sponsor and instructors

1.1.3.3.2.6 Does not apply. No In-
structional Prescription
Made.

Program Descriittor: 1.1.4 Curricular Variability

The final program descriptor used to dintinguish

instructional curricula is that of curricular variability.

Thus far, the Program Element Typology has been concerned

with the orientation, design and responsibilities asso-

ciated with different curricular approaches. The final

question to hL addressed conc.!rns the variability of the
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curricula. This descriptor is chosen in the belief that

it is important to know the stability and variation to be

found in indiVidual curricular treatments. Attention to

the variability of instructional programs can provide an

indication of the consistency of instructional treatment,

a variable which could be quite important from the point

of view of the program evaluator who is interested in the

stability of instructional treatments. IT a curriculum

does not present a consistent instructional treatment, it

may be difficult to associate curricular elements with

their effect on the child.

The question of variability is approached from

three perspectives, changes in: (1) Instructional Activi-

ties; (2) Time Utilization; and (3) Instructional Grouping.

1.1.4.1 Instructional Activities

As has been noted earlier, instructional activities

refer to the task-activities which are thought to sustain

and facilitate the child's learning. in all curricula

there is some theoretical change in these activities as

children progress, for example, from book to book or from

task to task. For the purposes of this typology, it is

assumed that an activity change is defined by a qualitative

change in the manner in which a subject is treated, and

does not merely refer to changes in activity rate which

result from more or less of "the same." Using, this

distinction, teaching readin through the methods of scat-
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work, Clash cards and recitation would demonstrate activity

change, but the transition from one sort of reading material

to another sot would not show change. Manipulative-explor-

atory activities would be considered to change if the type

or activity changes, for example from drawing, to sorting

tasks, to building projects. More and more complete building

projects attempted by the same child would not constitute

activity changr'. Changes are considered from the perspective

of the individual child involved in the instructional inter-

action, and although different groups within the same class

may be engaged in different activities, these activities arc

not considered to change unless they change from the perspec-

tive of the individual child involved in the activity.

Activil.y changes, like the other elements or change

considered within this program descriptor, arc subdivided by

temporal categories. The categories utilized in the Program

Element Typology are noted below. They proceed in a stairstcp

fashion. "Change daily" refers to changes within the period
of a day. "Change weekly" encompasses changes which occur

every two to seven days. "Change monthly" encompasses the

period from eight days to a month. "Change yearly" indicates

thc period From one month and a day to a year.

1nstructio;lal Activities

1.1.1.1.1 Change Daily

1.1.1.1.2 Ch.ange Weekly

1.1.1.1.3 Change .:..)nthly

1.1.1.1.1 Change 'i'early

6 5



57

1.1.4.1.5 No Consistent Pattern

1.1.4,1.6 Ho Not Change

1.1.4.2 Time Utilization

The second arca in which curricular change can

affect the nature of the child's learning experience is

through the pattern of time utilization. The concept of

time utilization has been explained earlier and parti-

tioned into the categories of diffuse and concentrated

time use. variability in time utilization refers to how

much change occurs in the selection of the time usc

categories. For example, a curriculum might alternate on

a daily basis heteen concentrated to subject arca,

various non-specilic instructional activities. Another

curricular approach might devo'..e several months or a year

to encouraging children to "1::cs around" and to become

familiar with instructional activities and possibilities,

and then begin to concentrate on the development of certain

specific skills. Other variations in time utilization can

be readily imagined. To conclude this discussion, the

temporal variations in time utilization indicated by the

Program Element Typology are presented below.

1.1.4.2 Time Utilization

1.1.4.2.1 Changes Daily

1.1.4.2.2 Changes Neckly

1.1.4.2.5 Chnnes Monthly

Chaage:; Yearly
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1..1.4.2.5 No Consistent Pattern

1.1.4.2.6 Does Not Change

1.1.4.3 instructional Grouping

In censideration of the potential curricular

variations which can readily occur within the existing

curriculum, attention must also be focused on the area of in-

structional grouping. 1r the pattern of instructional

grouping changes, the experience of the individual children

within these groups will change as will thc consistency of

the in!;tructional treatment. Difrerent patterns of grouping

may serve different instructional purposes. For example,

large group activities may familiarize children with

different aspects of the curricula and the behaviors which

are expected. Later, small group or individual instruction

may :6.0 the place of largo group presentations. Grouping

practices may change each day according to thc subject

matter which is under consideration. Conversely, once

work groups are assembled, they may be encouraged to stay

the same so that group cohesiveness and patterns of coop-

eration can be established.

Once more, the categories which indicate various

rates of change in instructional grouping practices, as

they appear in the Program Element Typology, are presented

below.

1.1.4.3 Instructional Grouping

1.1.4.7).1 ChNngcs Daily
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.1.4.3.2 Changes Weekly

1.1.4.3.3 Changes Monthly

1.1.4.3.4 Changes Yearly

1.1.4.3.5 No Consistent Pattern

1.1.4.3.6 Does Not Change

Program Descriptor: 1.1.5 No instructional Element

here is little which needs to be said about this

descriptor. Its function is to indicate that an interven-

tion approach does not contain an instructional clement

directed toward children. Programs, for example, for

which the primary focus is that of parent education and

organization might. not contain,an instructional clement

directed toward children.

This concludes the survey.of instructional elements

directed toward children in the Program Element Typology.

We now turn to a consideration of the service element

directed toward this same population.

Service Prop..am Element

All Follow hrough program approaches provide

children with medical, dental, psychological as well as

health and nutritional services. This service element is

not the subject of planned variation by the program sponsors.

Variations which do exist in the actual service delivery

progrms are idiosyncratic and related more to school

district policy, organi:ation and resources than the desires
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of the sponsors. Because variations in the service cle-

ment of Follow Through do not result from differences in

sponsor approachus, the Program Element Typology has not

attempted to identify the variations possible in the

construction of these service elements, although such an

expansion of the Program Element Typology is certainly

possible. ln the next section of this paper, the intent

of the various components of the service element of the

Follow Through Planned Variation Experiment are briefly

noted. Since the treatment of these program descriptors

is cursory, the relevant sections of the Program Element

Typology will not appear after each program descriptor,

but instead will appear at the end of this section.

Program DuscriTtors: 1.2.1 Medical; 1.2.2 Dental

Medical and dental service delivery programs arc

provided for all children in Follow Through and consist of

at the least, an examination and subsequent referral CJ

treatment for any medical or den:.11 problems. Appropriate

follow-up care is also provided and. often continues beyond

the child's actual participation in Follow Through.

Program DescriTtor; l.2.3 Psveholovical

There aru two ways psychological services are util-

ized in the Follow Through program approaches. First,

psychologists focus on the prevention of psycholosjcal

problems by advisinl,. thu instructional personnel und parents
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and suggesting the implementation of sound mental health

practices. The second concern or the psychologists is the

treatment of children who manifest emotional disorders.

Thc major thrust oC the Follow Through psychological

services is preventive, and attempts are made within the

various program approaches to ensure the development and

maintenance of an instructional environment conducive to

psychological growth and maturation as well as cOgnitive

learning.

Program Descriptor: 1.2.4 Health and Nutritio

here are two basic elements to the health and

nutrition component or the Follow Through program. First,

educational programs are established to teach thc child

good nutritional and health practices. Secondly, the

Follow Through program provides lunch, snacks, and when

needed, breakfast and supper. These health and nutritional

components work together to educate the child about appro-

priate eating hahits and to provide the child with a

anced mcal.

Program Descriptor: 1.2.5 No Service Element

This proi.:Jam descriptor does not apply to any of

the current Follow Through program approaches, but has been

included in the Program ;Ilement Typology to provide a

descriptive category ror instructional interventions which

do not also focus on the delivery or serv5,t . For the
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purposes of characterizing the current Follow Through

Program approaches, however, this is not a functional

category.

To summari:e the various components which make up

the service element of intervention programs focused on

children, the relevant portion of the Program Element

Typology is presented below.

1.2 Service Element

1.2.1 Medical

1.2.1.1 Examination and Referral or Treatment

1.2.2 Dental
.

1.2.2.1 Examination and Referral or Treatment

1.2.3 Psychological

1.2.3.1 Preventive: Advise. Instructional
Personnel

1.2.3.2 Examination and Referral or Treatment

1.2.3.3 Preventive as well as Examination-and
Referral or Treatment

1.2.1 Health and Nutrition

1.2.4.1 Educational Program

1.2.4.2 Meal Program

1.2.1.3 Educational and Meal Program

1.2.5 No Service Element

This completes the discussion of the potential

variations in the instructional and service elements of the

Follow Through Planned Variation FNperiment which are

directed toward children. has been noted earlier,
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children arc only one population affected by the Follow

Through intervention, and the populations of Instructors

and.Parents remain to be considered. We turn to a consid-

eration of the ways in which various Follow Through

program approaches affect the training of instructors.
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Prol;ram Element Directed Toward instructors

It should be noted that the current Follow Through

program approaches focus only on the pre-service and in-

service education of instructors and do not offer addi-

tional services, since such Services are generally the

.responsibility of thc individual school district.

Instructional Program Element

Program Descriptor: 2.1.1 Overall Orientation

As with the instructional element directed toward

children, the first program descriptor is concerned with

the overall thrust of the instructional program. Three

different theoretical emphases and the combinations have

been identified. These orientations arc: (1) Encourage-

ment of Individual Personal Development; (2) Familiarization

with the Philosophy and Principles of the Sponsor; and

(3) Internalization or Pichaviorally Specified Responses to

Instructional Contingencies. We will examine these orienta-

tions in turn.

The position of some sponsors concerning staff

training is that the individual teacher must be given aid

in the support in the development of their own unique in-

structional style and method. GiVen this orientation, the

purpose or pre-service.and in-service training the

encouragement of individual personal development. in the

words of one sponsor, the task is "to extend" the capabil-

ities of the individual instructors. This goal, since it

7 3



OS

is person-specific,eannot be achieved through training in

instructional met!iods er by t:reating uldform behavioral or

theoretical expectations, but instead, relics on the growth

which results from the sharing of perceptions and ideas in

a non-threatening interpersonal environment. This orienta

tion concentrates on developing individuals rather than

implementing curricula.

A second approach focuses less on the facilitation

of the personal growth of the instructor and more on the

introduction and explanation of the theoretical approach

of the curriculum. This approach to instruction stresses

familiarization with- thc philosophy and principles of thc

sponsor, which are reflected in the curricular design.

Instructors are presented with the ideas which shape the

curricular approach and encouraged to learn to "think like

the sponsor." This orientation stresses the understanding

or the central principles of the curricular approach so

that instructors can make appropriate instructional deci-

sions based on this solid understanding.

It is interesting to note that this approach stands

midway between the first instructional orientation which

focuses on personal development and thc next approach which

focuses on the production of specified instructional

responses. Thc "familiarization" approach seems to combine

structure and autonomy in that it leaves the choice of thc

immediately appropriate instructional actions up to the

instructor, while making it clear that appropriate in-
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structional behavior must be based upon the principles of

.the sponsor's curricula.

The third orientation stresses the internalization

of behaviorally specified responses to instructional con-

tinencies. This is a pragmatic approach which puts the

emphasis OH appropriate action rather than the comprehen-

sion of sometimes complex theory. Appropriate instructional

technique is specified in behavioral terms rather than

theoretical ones. As a result, the opportunity for in-

structors to make autonomous decisions would appear to be

reduced. However, the duration of training needed to bring

the naive instructor up to the performance level expected

by the sponsor is considerably less, and thus this approach

can be implemented rapidly with consistent performance by

the instructor.

To recapitPlate these distinctions, the relevant

portion of tle Proo-am Element Typology appears below.

2.1.1 Overall Ori:::ntation

2.1.1.1 Encouragement of Individual Personal
Development

2.1.1.2 Familiarization with the Philosophy and
Principles of the Sponsor

2.1.1.3 Internalization of Behaviorally Specified
Responses to Instructional Contingencies

2.1.1.4 Encouragement of Individual Personal
Development and Familiarization with the
Philosophy and Principles of the Sponsor

2.1.1.5 Familiarization with the Philosophy and
Principles of the Sponsor and internaliza-
tion of renaviorally Specified Responses
to Instructional Contingencie
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Program Descriptor: 2 .1.2 Means of Evaluation

We turn now to a consideration of the arrangements

utilized by different curricular approaches to train in-

structors. Four general methods of instruction have been

identified after a consideration of the various program

approaches of the Follow Through Planned Variation experi-

ment. These means of instruction arc: (1) Demonstration

Classroom; (2) Sponsor Observation Using Observation

Schedule and Feedback of.Results; (3) informal Sponsor

Observation and Advising; and (4) Presentation of Theory

or Teaching Nethods.

The first way in which the training of Follow

Through instructors occurs is through the participation in

or observation of a demonstration classroom. A functioning

classroom which provides a model of what should occur in

the teacher's own classroom affords readily accessible

information concerning the proper techniques of curricular

implementation. Such a method of training is convenient

and allows the direct involvement of instructors in an

established instructional environment.

A second approach to instruction involves sponsor

observation using an observation schedule and feedback of

the results. An observation schedule is an observational

device which allows an observer to determine whether the

activities observed within an instructional situation

correspond to the activities expected by the sponsor in

the same situation. Discrepancies between the actual
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observed behaviors and the expectations of the curricular

model arc then presented, or "fed back,'! to the instructor.

-This information guides the instructor in the improvement

of instructional interaction, and recognizes instructional

successes as well as inadequacies. it should bc noted

that with this method of instruction as well as with

thc demonstration classroom the instructional model must

bc well-enough specified by thc sponsor so that decisions

can be made regarding congruence or discrepancy with that

model. A particular sponsor must be able to determine that

a specific classroom is functioning or not functioning as

expected. From this operationalization of the instructional

model, an appropriate observation instrument can be

constructed.

The third means of instruction, informal sponsor

observation and advisinfz, is similar to the last method,

only it relies less on the operational specification of a

curricular model a. orr: on the judgment of the sponsor's

representatives who direct the training of instructors.

Since the correct implementation of some instructional

models depends on the judicious application of specific

theoretical principles, and since there are generally

different ways to apply the same principle within an in-

structional situation, a less strict method of observation

is utilized by some program approaches to train instructors.

Informal observation and advising gives more autonomy to

trainers an6 instructors and may result in classrooms
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which have a less uniform appearance than those which

optimally result from the more structured observational

method. This leeway for individuality can be seen as an

allowance for creative autonomy or as the creation of a

sloppy instructional treatment depending upon the values

ascribed to autonomy and uniformity.

The final means of instruction, the presentation/

explanation of theory Or teaching methods, is utilized,

to some degree, by all of the various program approaches.

Just as "chalk talk" is a staple of athletic training, the

lecture/demonstration is generally part of the sponsor's

introduction to a specific curricular approach. Different

sponsors will rely upon this didactic presentation in

different ways. Some training sessions may present infor-

mation, some may answer questions and some may utilize

this method to organize a more complex training effort.

These various means of instruction can be combined,

and most sponsors utilize a variety of. 'instructional

methods. ft should be reiterated that: these methods can

be applied to the training of either home-based or school-

based instructors.

To recapitulate, as well as to suggest the various

combinations of methods which can be profitably combined,

the relevant section of the Program Element Typology is

excerpted below.

2.1.2 Means of instruction

2.1.2.1 Demonstration Classroom
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2.1.2.2 Sponsor Observation Using Observation
Schedule and Feedback of Rcsults

2.1.2.3 Informal Sponsor Observation and Advising

2.1.2.4 Presentation of Theory or Teaching
Methods

2.1.2.5 Demonstration Classroom + Sponsor Obser-
vation Using Observation Schedule and
Feedback of Results

2.1.2.6 Demonstration Classroom + Informal
Sponsor Observation and Advising

2.1.2.7 Demonstration Classroom + Presentation
of Thcory or Tcaching Mcthods

2.1.2.8 Sponsor Ohscrvation Using Observation
Schedule and Feedback of Results + Pre-
sentation of Theory or Teaching
Methods

2.1.2.9 Informal Sponsor Obscrvation and Advising
+ Presentation of Theory or Teaching
Methods

2.1.2.10 Demonstration Classroom + Sponsor Ob-
servation Using Observation Schedule and
Feedback of Results + Presentation of
Theory or Teaching Methods

2.1.2.11 Demonstration Classroom + Informal
Sponsor Observation and Advising + Pre-
sentation of Theory or Teaching Methods

Program Descriptor: 2.1.3 Responsibility for Planning
HiTd Facilitatiw; instruction

Thc responsibility for the planning and directing

of training events is allocated differently in various

curricular approaches. This program dcscriptor accounts

for this variation by considering three ways in which this

responsibility cnn he distributed. Primary responsibility

for training may be given tu: (1) the Sponsor; (2) the
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instructors; or (3) shared by the Sponsor and Instructors.

When training is planned and directed by the _uonsor,

then it is the sponsor (or sponsor's representatives) who

decides what will take place within the training sessions

and how the sessions will be conducted.

Conversely, when this responsibility is allocated

to the instructors, this group is responsible for planning

the training agenda and directing the training sessions.

In between these extremes, the responsibility for

thc content and the direction of training sessions may be

distributed hetween the sl)onsor and the instructors. Thc

instructors might, for example, define the issues which

need the technical expertise of the sponsor's staCf.

Another approach would encourage the instructors to share

their insight and skills during one part of the training

as well as to require instructors to participate in later

training sessions directed hy the sponsor's representatives.

Other combinatory approaches could be readily imagined.

To summarize, the relevant portion oC the Program

Element Typolou is presented below.

2.1.3 Responsibility for Planning and Facilitating
Instruction of Instructors

2.1.3.1 Sponsor

2.1.3.2 Instructors

2.1.3.3 Sponsor and lnstructors
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Proto-am DescriTtor: 2.1.4 Formative Evaluation

The behavior and competencies of instructors, like

those of the children thcy teach, is often a focus for

evaluation. Both instructors and program sponsors want to

know "how the instructor is doing." Such information can

alleviate some of the confusion and uncertainties or thc

instructor as well as provide the curriculum designer with

information concerning thc implementation of thc

curriculum. This question of formative evaluation can be

approached through the means of: (1) Self-Evaluation,

and (2) Evaluation by Others. There arc various distinc-

tions which can b,-.! applied to these overall evaluative

stances. Those distinctions will be discussed below.

In instructional approaches which employ self-

evaluation, the responsibility for thc assessment of the

instructor's performance lies with the individual instructor.

A curriculum which emphasizes self-evaluation generally

assumes that the instructor is the best person to evaluate

the instrct lonal interaction. The curriculum may further

assume that evaluations by others are more threatening

than self-evaluations, and that since self-evaluation will

evoke less defensiveness on the part of the instructor, it

More readily lends to behavioral change and instructional

improvement.

Sell-evaluation may occur in two ways. The first

approach relics OH the instructor's naturalistic impressions

of "how things are going." lhe intuitions and feelings of
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the instructor provide the data regarding the success of

the instructional program. Criteria of success are not

defined in advance by the sponsor, but are generated as a

result of the instructional process by the individual

instructor.

Thc second approach to self-evaluation relics on

the instructor to make the actual assessment of performance,

but supplies the instructor with criteria which make

explicit the sponsor's conception of successful instruction.

It should bc noted that any methed of formative

evaluation is susceptible to the biases and misperceptions

of the evaluator. instructors who arc charged with eval-

uating their own instructional performance may unwittingly

perceive the instructional interaction differently than

it would bc perceived by an outside observer. If a

sponsor assumes that self-perceptions arc biased and

generally inaccurate, then self-evaluation may not be in-

cluded as part of the process of formative evaluation. Bias

and inaccuracies, however, may result from the observations

of others as wel1 as from seif-evaluations. Because errors

in evaluation may come from any source, the choice of an

evaluative stance is generally determined by thc sponsor's

assumptions concerning the evaluative method thought to

provide the instructor with the most useful understanding

of instructional successes and failures and considered to

lead most directly to the subsequent remediation of in-

structional failures. Whether the evafuative agent is the
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instructor or an outsidc observer, the primary goal of

formative evaluation is always diagnosis and remediation

of instructional deficiencies.

The second evaluative stance incorporates

evaluation by individuals other than thc instructr. Two

broad groups of individuals may be charged with this

resptnsibility, the sponsor's representatives and the

instructor's peers. Advantages have been suggested for

both approaches. The sponsor's representatives may be

most familiar with thc appropriate operationalization of

the curricular design and orientation, but the feedback and

advice from these individuals may not have as much impact

en the behavior of instructors as would thc equivalent

advice coming from an instructor's peers. Conversely,

evaluation by the sponsor's representatives may be less

threatening to the individual instructor than would peer

evaluation !:ince the instructor is not in daily contact

with the sponsor's representative. Such evaluation might

also be more highly respected since it comes froh, an

authoritative source.

Whomever is chosen to serve as an external evalua-

tor and some curricular approaches enlist both peers

and sponsor's representatives an equally important

question concerns the criteria on which instructors will

be judged. Two criteria or success arc employed in the

Follow Through program approaches. First, the expected

behaviors of an instructor may be specified in advance and
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the instructional process may bc observed to sec if they

occur. This process of observat ay employ a structured

observation schedule, or it may upon the knowlcdsc

and experience of the observer to determine appropriate

instructionai Interaction. The second approach does not

concentrate un the behaviors of the instructor, but focuses

instead on the progress of the children in specified aca-

demic areas. If children progress as expected, then the

instructor may be assumed to be doing an adequate job.

A combination of these two approaches might utilize the

assessment of children's progress for the primary evaluation

of the adequacy of an instructor, and then use directed

observation to determili, what could be improved. Other

combinations of thu to methods of evaluation are certainly

possible.

To recapitulate this treatment of formative evalua-

tion, the relevant portions of the Program Element Typology

appear below.

2.1.4 Formative Evaluation

2.1.4.1 Self-Evaluation

2.1.4.1.1 Based on Instructor's Percep-
tions of Classroom interaction

2.1.4.1.2 Based on implementation Criteria

2.1.4.1.3 No SCC-Evaluation

2.1.4.2 Evaluation by Others

2.1.1.2.1 EvaluatOrs

2.1.4.2.1.1 Sponsor (or Spon-
. sor's Representative)
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2.1.4.2.1.2 Peer h ructors

2.1.4.2.1.3 Sponsor and Peer
Instructors

2.1.4.2.1.4 No Evaluation by
Others

2.1.4.2.2 ;deans of Evaluation

2.1.4.2.2.1 Directed Observation

2.1.4.2.2.2 Assessment of
Children's Progress

2.1.4.2.2.3 Directed Observation
and Assessment of
Children's Progress

Program Descriptor: 2.1.5 No Instructional Element

This prop.ram descriptor denotes that a program

approach does not contain an instructional element directed

toward the population of instructors.

lis completes the treatment of the potential

variations which characterize the instructional interven-

tions directed toward instructors within the family of

Follow Through program approaches. Wc have now dealt with

the parts of these program approaches which involve

children and instructors. To complete this examination

of the variety or Follow Through program approaches, we

turn to a consideration oC how these programs can affect

the parents of chi1dren involved in Follow Through.
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Program Elements Directed Toward ,Parents

All Follow Through program approaches encourage the

participation of parents in some manner. This section of

the Program Element Typology employs three program

descriptors to define three major axes of parental involve-

ment: (1) Instructional; (2) Unsalaried Participation;

and (3) Employment. Most Follow Through program approaches

include a combination of tIzese elements in their overall

effort to involve parents.

Instructional Program Elemont

Program Descriptor: 3.1.1 Primary Focus

Many or the instructional programs directed toward

parents, because they are not the product of a particular

sponsor's curricular design, do not show the uniformi"ty

found in other instructional elements. Some pareneduca-

tion programs, it is true, arc the direct product z:i.! most

important emphasis or a sponsor's curriculum. But these

arc in the minority. For most Follow Through pro.rallt

approaches, parent education is left up to thc Follow

Through program staff at the intervention site. Such

everN11 autonomy argues against treatment of parental in-

struction as a uniform curricular approach, and suggests

the inutility of a detailed treatment of this instructional

clement. A more useful approach is thought to result from

attention to the prmary focus oi thu instructional effort

rather than the design or that effort, and this is the
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approach of the Program Element Typology.

Four loci oF parental instrucCion have ecni identi-

fied from examination of current Follow Through proram

approaches: (1) Concentration on the Parent-Child

interaction; (2) Familiarization with the Philosophy and

Principles of thc Curriculum;. (3) Concentration on Social

Change and Community Action Skills; and (4) Concentration

on Principles of Budgeting, Nutrition and Health Care.

Parent education efforts which show a concentration

on the parent child interaction are cognizant of the great

potential for children's learning which exists in the home.

Children can spend a great deal of time after the school

day and.during the summer with a parent, and it is the aim

or such an educational focus to make this interaction time

especially profitable for the development of' '.ne child.

In some program approaches, parent-child interaction is

considered more important in the child's intellectual

development than the child's experience at school. In

other program approaches, parent-child interaction is

thoug::t to complement thc child's learning within the

schoo1 situation.

A sec,,nd purpose of the parent education component

of a Fellow Through program approach may he the familiariza-

tion with the Thi1osophv and principles or the sponsor's

curriculum. This introduction to curricular design helps

to explain the reasoning behind the child's school activities

and the .specilie goals or thc program approach.
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A third type of parent education effort shows a

concentration on social change and community action skills.

This program approach locates the necessary locus of change

not in the school or the home, but within the community.

Parents are taught how to organize themselves to make

their collective voice known within the local government.

This approach is often Linked with the community control

of schools and attempts to encourage parents to take more

responsibility to understand and act upon the issues

which affe.:t their lives and the lives of their children.

The final focus of parent education efforts shows

a concentration on the principles of budgetinv, nutrition,

health care, and other basic concerns of home economics.

Advice is given about meal planning, comparison shopping,

first aid, and other practical cnncerns faced by parents

in the process of raising children. Attention is not

directly focused on the parent7child interaction with this

approach, but rather on the skills thought to benefit the

overall environment of- Lhe home.

To summarize the abeve discussion and to indicate

the combinations of these foci found in some of the Follow

Through program a!Troaches, the relevant portion of the

Program klement Typology is presented below.

3.1 instructional klement

3.1.1 Primary Focus

3.1.1.1 Conccnzration on the Parent-Child
1111A:1;1cl:ion
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3.1.l.:2-Familiari....ation with Philosophy and
Principles or the Sponsor's Curriculum

3.1.1.3 Concentration on Social Change and
Community Action Skills

3.1.1.1 Concentration on Principles or Budget-
ing, Nutrition and Health Care

3.1.1.5 Concentration on the Parent-Child In-
teraction and Social Change and Commu-
nity Action Shills

3.1.1.6 Familiarization with thc Philosophy and
Principles'of the Sponsor's Curriculum
and Social Change and Community Action
Skills

3.1.1.7 Familiarization with the Philosophy
and Principles of the Sponsor's Curricu-
lum and Principles of Budgeting,
Nutrition and Health Care

3.1.1.8 Concentration on Social Change and
Community Action Skj,lls and Principles
of Budgeting, Nutrition and Health Care

Program i1eszribtor: 3.1.2 No ';Istructional Element

This program descriptor indicates that the program

approac'.1 does not contain an instructional element directed

:oward parents.

Participatory Proram Element (Unsalaried)

Program DescriTtor: 3.2.1 Primary Focus

As in the past, this program descriptor describes

thc nature or participatory activities available to Follow

Through parents. Three categories of involvement have been

identified: (1) Community Organization and School Govern-

ance; (2) Instruction; and the combination of (3) Commu-
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nity Organization, School Governance, and Instruction.

Parent- whose unsalaried participation in Follow

Through is in the arca of community orvanization and school

(4overnance are involved working to bring change to their

neighborhoods and to their schools. Typical volunteer

activities include organizing, publicizing and hosting

meetings, attending the meetings oF local government,

observing court sessions, or organizing after-school

activities.

Parents who participate in the instruction of

children work in the classroom as assistants to the formal

instructor and aid in the supervision, management and

teachin,,, of the Follow Through class. In this way, thc

use of parents increases the instructional attention given

to each child, while the parents learn more about the

Follow Through Program approach.

The final typc of volunteer parent involvement

unites the two previous approaches and focuses on community

uririnization, school overnance and instruction. To

summarize the ah:)ve distinctions, tile relevant portion of

thc Program Ilement. Typology appears below.

3.2, Participatory Element ..ed)

3.2.1 Primary Focus

Community Organization :rnd School
Governance

3.2.1.2 Instructional Assistants

3.2.1.3 Community Organization and School
C;overnance as well as instructional
Assistants
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Program Descriptor: 3.2.2 No Participatory Element

This program descriptor indicates that the inter-

vention program approach does not contain an unsalaried

participatory element for parents in its overall desigr.

Since al] of the Follow Through program approaches

encourage parent participation, this descriptor does not

apply to Follow Through Intervention Programs. Program

approaches can be imagined, however, in which parent

participation was not encouraged. For the purposes of

symmetry, and.to make povision for this eventuality, this

program descriptor is included in the Trogram Element

Typology.

Employment Program Element

Proi;ram Descrip_tor: 3.3.1 Primary Focus,

The final type of impact Follow Through program

approaches may have on the population of parens is through

the provision of employment. Four categories of parental

employment have been distinguished after consideration of

various Follow Through program approaches. These employ-

ment cate-gories include: (1) Instructional; (2) Adminis-

trative; (3) School-Community Liaison; and (4) Community

Organization.

Instructional employment, like unsalaried iustruc-_

tional participation, utilizes parents in the classroom as

teachers' aides and instructional assistants. Administra-

tive employment is a broad category which includes data
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collection and other non-instructional duties as well as

the organizational duties generally associated with admin-

istrative positions.

Employment in the capacity of school-communitv

liaison allows parents to bridge the gap between thc world

of the school and the home. Particular responsibilities

include thc dissemination of relevant information to each

gro6p-and the resolution of misunderstandings and disputes

which may arise. The chairn of the Follow Through Parent

Advisory Committee generally is charged with thc respons:,-

bility te facilitate school-community relations although

it may be dispersed over several individuals. Thc final

category of parental employment does not focus on the

school functioning, hut on communitv oranization. he

responsibilities which ore associated with this position

have been discussed earlier in this section, and generally

involve organizing the community to make its voice heard

in matters of school and local governance.

To recapitulate the above distinctions and to

indicate the combinations of foci which are found in Follow

Through program approaches, the relevant portion of the

Program Element Typology appears below.

3.3 Employment Element

Primary Focus

3.3.1.1 instructional

3.3 Administrative

3.3.1, .:cliool-Community Liaison

9 2
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3.3.1.4 Community Organization

3.3.1.5 instructional and Administrative

3.3.1.6 fnstructional and School-Community
Liaison

3.3.1.7 Instructional, Administrative and
School-Community Liaison

Program Descriptor: 3.3.2 No Employment Element

Although this program descriptor does not apply to

any of the current Follow Through program approaches, it

is possible to conceive of an intervention program which

did not include parental employment. To account for this

eventuality, and to maintain symmetry, this program

descriptor has been included in the Program Element

Typology.

This concludes the examination of the theoretical

orientation, structure, and impact of the various elements

which make up the i'regram Element Typology. In the final

section of this paper, these elements be employed to

delineate the characteristics of five diverse Follow

Through program approaches.

9 3
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The Program Element Typolos!y:

Examples of Its Use

This final section of the paper utilizes the

Program Element Typology to describe five diverse Follow

Through program apploaches which differ in philosophy,

curricular dosign a;:d focal impact.

Since the dimensions of the Program Element Typology

have been defined in the previous section of the paper,

this final suction will not reiterate the definitions of

the program elements and descriptors, but instead will

illustrate schematically the design of each program approach

through the use of the program descriptors and sub-descriptors.

The program approaches chosen for explication arc

the following:

1. AFRAM Parent Implemcntation Approach, sponsored
by AFRAM Associates, inc., 68-72 East 131st St.,
Harlem, New York 10037;

Behavior Analysis Approach, sponsored by the
Department of Human Development, University of
Kansas, Lawrence, Kansas 66044;

3. Cognitively Oriented Curriculum Model, sponsored
by the High/Scope Educational Research Foundation,
600 N. River St., Ypsilanti, Michigan 48197;

4. EDC Open Education Program, sponsored by the
Educational Development Center (EDC) , SS Chapel
St., Newton, Massachusetts 02160; and

5. Florida Parent Educational Model, sponsored by
The Florida Educational Research and Development
Council, University of Florida, College of
Education, Cainesville, Florida 32601.

S5
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AFRAM Parent Implementation Approach

1 Childron

1.1 Instructional Element

1.1.5 No Instructional Element

1.2 Service Element

1.2.1 Medical

1.2.1.1 Exuminalion and Referral or Treatment

1.2.2 Dental

1.2.2.1 'nation and Referral or Treatment

1.2.3 Psycholo,

1 . 2. 3. I. ation and Referral or Treatment

1.2.d Health ahj Nutrition

1.2.4.3 Educational and Meals Program

2 Instructors

2.1 Instructiol. Element

2.1.5 No Instructional Element

3 Parents

3.1 Instructional Element

3.1.1 Primary Focus

3.1.1.3 Concentration on Social Change and
Community Action Skills

3.2 Participatory Element (Unsalaried)

3.2.1 Primary Focus

3.2.1.1 Community Organization and School
Governance

3.3 Employment Element

3.3.1 Primary Focus

3.3.1.1 Community Organization

9 6
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University of Kansas

Behavior Analysis Approach

1 Children

1.1 Instructional Element

1.1.1 Curricular Orientation

1.1.1.1 Learning Emphasis

1.1.1.1.2 Performance

1.1.1.2 Instructional Role

1.1.1.2.2 Regulated

1.1.1.3 Locus of Reinforcement

1.1.1.3.2 Instructors

1.1.2 Curricular Design

1.1.2.1 Activities

1.1.2.1.1 Nature of Activities

1.1.2.1.1.2 Productive-
Responsive

1.1.2.1.2 Uniformity of Activities

1.1.2.1.2.2 Identical

1.1.2.2 Time Utilization

1.1.2.2.2 Concentrated

1.1.2.3 Instructional Grouping

1.1.2.3.1 Variability

1.1.2.3.1.1 Heterogeneous with
Regard to:

1.1.2.3.1.1.1 Age

1.1.2.3.1.1.2 Sex

1.1.2.3.1.1.3 Perform-
ance
Level

1.1.2.3.2 Size

1.1.2.3.2.6 Alone and Small
Groups

1.1.3 Curricular Responsibility

1.1.3.1 Pre-instructional

1.1.3,1.1 Generation or Specification
of Instructional Materials

1.1.3.1.1.1 Sponsor

9 7
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1.1.3.1.2 Generation or Specification
of instructional Activities

1.1.3.1.2.1 Sponsor

1.1.3.2 instructional

1.1.3.2.1 Maintenance of Instructional
Interaction

1.1.3.2.1.1 School-based
Instructor

1.1.3.2.2 Activity Selection by:

1.1.3.2.2.2 Instructors

1.1.3.3 Post Instructional

1.1.3.3.1 Formative Evaluation by:

1.1.3.3.1.3 Sponsor

1.1.3.3.2 Instructional Prescription by:

1.1.3.3.2.3 Sponsor

1.1.4 Curricular Variability

1.1.4.1 Instructional Activities

1.1.4.1.6 Do Not Change

1.1.4.2 Time Utilization

1.1.4.3.6 Does Not Change

1.1.4.3 instructional Grouping

1.1.4.3.5 No Consistent Pattern

1.2 Service Element

1.2.1 Medical

1.2.1.1 Examination and Referral or Treatment

1.2.2 Dental

1.2.2.1 Examination and Referral or Treatment

1.2.3 Psychological

1.2.3.3 Preventive as well as Examination and
Referral or Treatment

1.2.4 Health and Nutrition

1.2.1.3 Educational and Meal Program
. ...

2 Instructors

2.1 Instructional Element

2.1.1 Overall Orientation

2.1.1.3 Internalization of Behaviorally Speci-
fied Responses to Instructional
Contingencies

9 8
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2.1.2 Means or Instruction

2.1.2.10 Demonstration Classroom + Sponsor
Observation Using Observation Schedule
and Feedback of Results + Presentation
of Theory or Teaching Methods

2.1.3 Responsibility for Planning and Facilitating
Instruction

2.1.3.1 Sponsor

2.1.4 Formative Evaluation

2.1.4.1 Self-Evaluation

2.1.4.1.3 No Self-Evaluation

2.1.4.2 Evaluation by Others

2.1.4.2.1 Evaluators

2.1.4.2.1.1 Sponsor (or Spon-
sor's Representa-
tive)

2.1.4.2.2 Means of Evaluation

2.1.4.2.2.3 Directed Observa-
tion and Assess-
ment of Children's
Progress

3 Parcnts

3.1 Instructional Element

3.1.1 Primary Focus

3.1.1.6 Familiarization with the Philosophy and
Principles of thc Sponsor's Curriculum
+ Social Change and Community Action
Skills

3.2 Participatory Element (Unsalaried)

3.2.1 Primary Focus

3.2.1.3 Community Organization and School
Governance as well as Instructional
Assistants

3.3 Employment Element

3.3.1 Primary Focus

3.3.1.7 instructional, Administrative and
School-Community Liaison

9 9
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High/Scope Cov.nitively Oriented

Curriculum Model

1 Children

1.1 Instructional Nlement

1.1.1 Curricular Orientation

1.1.1.1 Learning Emphasis

1.1.1.1.1 Process

1.1.1.2 instructional Role

1.1.1.2.1 Interpretive

1.1.1.3 Locus of Reinforcement

1.1.1.3.5 Instructional Activity and
Peers

1.1.2 Curricular Design

1.1.2.1 Activities

1.1.2.1.1 Nature of Activities

1.1.2.1.1.1 Manipulative-
Exploratory

1.1.2.1.2 Uniformity of Activities

1.1.2.1.2.1 Diverse

1.1.2.2 Time Utilization

1.1.2.2.1 Diffuse

1.1.2.3 Instructional Grouping

1.1.2.3.1 Variability

1.1.2.3.1.1 Heterogeneous with
Regard to:

1.1.2.3.1.1_1 Age

1.1.2.3.1.1.2 Sex

1.1.2.3.1.1.3 Develop
mental
Level

1.1.2.3.2 Size

1.1.2.3.2.8 Small Groups and
Large Groups

1.1.3 Curricular Responsibility

1.1.3.1 Pre-Instructional

1.1.3.1.1 Generation or Specification
of instructional Materials

100
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1.1.3.1.1.3 Sponsor and
Instructors

1.1.3.1.2 Generation or Specification
of Instructional Activities

1.1.3.1.2.2 Instructors

1.1.3.2 Instructional

1.1.3.2.1 Maintenande of Instructional
interaction

1.1.3.2.1.1 School-based
Instructor

1.1.3.2.2 Activity Selection by:

1.1.3.2.2.3 Child and
instructors

1.1.3.3 Post-Instructional

1.1..3.3.1 Formative Evaluation by:

1.1. 3. 3.1. 4 Child and
Instructors

1.1.3.3.2 Instructional Prescription by:

1.1.3.3.2.4 Child and
instructors

1-.1.4 Curricular VariabilitY

1.1.4.1 Instructional Activities

1.1.4.1.1 Change Daily

J.1.4.2 Time Utilization

1.1.4.2.3 No Consistent Pattern

1.1.4.3 Instructional Grouping

1.1.4.3.1 Changes Daily

1.2 Service Element

1.2.1 Medical

1.2.1.1 Examination and Referral cr Treatment

.1.2.2 Dental

1.2.2.1 Examination and Referral or Treatment
. .

1.2.3 Psychological

1.2.3.3 Prevehtive as well as Examination and
Referral or Treatment

1.2.4 Health and Nutrition

1.2.4.3 Educational and Meal Program
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2 Instructors

2.1 Instructional Element

2.1.1 Overall Orientation

2.1.1.2 Familiarization with the Philosophy and
Principles of thc Sponsor

2.1.2 Means of instruction

2.1.2.9 informal Observation and Advising
Presentation of Theory or Teaching
Methods

2.1.3 Responsibility for P]anning and Facilitating
Instruction

2.1.3.1 Sponsor

2.1.4 Formative Evaluation

2.1.4.1 Sclf-Evaluation

2.1.4.1.2 Rased on implementation
Criteria

2.1.4.2 Evaluation by Others

2.1.4.2.1 Evaluation

2.1.4.2.1.5 Sponsor and Peer
Instructors

2.1.4.7.7 Means of Evaluation

7.1.4.2.2.1 Directed
Observation

3 Parents

3.1 instructional Element

3.1.1 Primary Focus

3.1.1.2 Familiarization with the Philosophy and
Principles of the Sponsor's Curriculum

3.2 Participatory Element (Unsalaried)

3.2.1 Primary Focus

3.2.1.3 Community Organization and School
Governance as well as Instructional
Assistants

3.3 Employment Element

3.3.1 Primary Focus

3.3.1.7 instructional, Administrative and
School-Community Liaison

ft
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EDC Open Education Program

1 Children

1.1 Instructional Element

1.1.1 Curricular Orientation

1.1.1.1 Learning Emphasis

1.1.1.1.1 Process

1.1.1.2 Instructional Role

1.1.1.2.1 Interpretive

1.1.1.3 Locus of ReinEorcement

1.1.1.3.5 Instructional Activity and
Peers

1.1.2 Curricular Design

1.1.2.1 Activities.

1.1.2.1.1 Nature of Activities

1.1.2.1.1.1 Manipulative-
Exploratory

1.1.2.1.2 Uniformity of Activities

1.1.2.1.2.1 Diverse

1.1.2.2 Time Utilization

1.1.2.2.1 Diffuse

1.1.2.3 Instructional Grouping

1.1.2.3.1 Variability

1.1.2.3.1.1 Heterogeneous in
Regard to:

1.1.2.3.1.1.1 Age

1.1.2.3.1.1.2 Sex

1.1.2.3.1.1.3 Develop-
mental
Level

1.1.2.3.2 Size

1.1.2.3.2.14 Alone, Small Groups,
Large Groups,
Entire Class

1.1.3 Curricular Responsibility

1.1.5.1 Pre-Instruc.tional

1.1.3.1.1 Generation or Specification
of Instructional Materials

1.1.3.1.1.2 Instructors
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1.1.3.1.2 Generation or Specification
of instructional Activities

1.1.3.1.2,2 instructors

1.1.3.2 instructional

1.1.3.2.1 Maintenance of Instructional
interaction

1.1.3.2.1.1 School-based
Instructor

1.1,3.2.2 Activity Selection by:

1.1:3.3.2.1 Child

1.1.3.3 Post Instructional

1.1.3.3.1 Formative Evaluation by:

1.1.3.3.1.1 Child

1.1.3.3.2 Instructional Prescription by:

1.1.3.3.2.6 Does Not Apply.
No Instructional
Prescription Made.

1.1.4 Curricular Variability

1.1.4.1 Instructional Activities

1.1.4.1.1 Change Daily .

1.1.4.2 Time Utilization

1.1.4.2.6 Does Not Change

1.1.4.3 Instructional Grouping

1.1.4.3.5 No Consistent Pattern

1.2 Service Element

1.2.1 Medical

1.2.1.1 Examination and Referral or Treatment

1.2.2 Dental

1.2.2.1 Examination and Referral or Treatment

1.2.3 Psychological

1.2.3.3 Preventive as well as Examination and
Referral or Treatment

1.2.4 Health and Nutrition

1.2.4.3 Educational and Mcal Program

2 Instructors

2.1 instructional Element

2.1.1 Overall Orientation
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2.1.1.1 Encouragement of Individual Personal
Development

2.1.2 Means of Instruction

2.1.2.3 Informal Sponsor Observation and
Advising

2.1.3 Responsibility for Planning and Facilitating
Instruction

2.1.3.3 Sponsor and Instructors

2.1.4 Formative Evaluation

2.1.4.1 Self-Evaluation

2.1.4.1.1 Based on Instructor's Per-
ceptions of Classroom
Interaction

2.1.4.2 Evaluation by Others

2.1.4.2.1 Evaluators

2.1.4.2.1.4 No Evaluation by
Others

3 Parents

3.1 instructional Element

3.1.1 Primary Focus

3.1.1.2 Familiarization with the Philosophy and
Principles of Sponsor's Curriculum

3.2 Participatory Element (Unsalaried)

3.2.1 Primary Focus

3.2.1.3 Community Organization and School
Governance as well as Instructional
Assistants

3.3 Employment Element

3.3.1 Primary Focus'

3.3.1.7 Instructional, Administrative and
School-Community Liaison
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P I ori da Parent liducat ion Program

.1. Chi Idren

1.1 1 itS tr tic t ona I I: 1 ement

1. 1. 1 Curri en Li r Orientation

1 . 1. 1..1 Learning limphas

1.1. :1. 1. I Per romance

I. 1. 1.2 I ns truct ional Role

1.1. 2. 2 Regulated

1.. 1.1. 3 Locus of Reinforcement

1..1.1.. 3. 2 instructors

1.1. 2 Curr icular Design

I. 1. 2.1 Activities

1.1.2.1.1 Nature of AL- t. ivities

1.1. 2.1.1.1 Manipulative
Exploratory

1.1. 2.1. 2 Uniformity of Activities

1.1. 2.1. 2.1 Diverse

1.1 . 2 . 2 Time Utilization

1.1. 2. 2. 2 Concentrated

11.1. 2 .3 Instructional Grouping4

1.1. 2..3. 2 Size

1.1. 2.3. 2.1 Child Works Alone

1.1.3 Curricular Responsibility

1.1.3.1 Pre Instructional

1.1.3.1.1 Generation or Specification
of Instructional Materials

1.1.3.1.1.3 Sponsor and
Instructors

1.1.3.1. 2 Generation or Specification
of Instructional Activities

1.1.3.1. 2.3 Sponsor and
instructors

1.1.3. 2 Instruct ional

1.1.3. 2 .1 Maintenance of tnstructional
Interaction

1.1.3. 2.1. 2 Home-based Parent

1.1. 3. 2. 2 Instructors
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1.I .3 t Iiitruction,11

1.1.3.3.1 Normative Evaluation hv:

1.1.3.3.1.3 Sponsor

1.1.3.3.2 Instructional Prescription by:

1.1.3.3.2.3 Sponsor

1.1.4 Curricular Variability

1.1.1.1 InstructionaI Activities

1.1.4.1.2 Change Weekly

1.1.4.2 Time Utill:lation

1.1.4.3.0 Does Not Change

1.1.4.3 Instructional Grouping

1.1.4.3.6 Does Not Chan:;e

1.2 Service Element

1.2.1 Medical

1.2.1.1 Examination and Referral or Treatment

1.2.2 Dental

1.2.2.1 Examination and Referral or Treatment

Psychological

1.2.3.3 Prevention as well as Examination and
Referral or Treatment

1.2.4 Health and Nutrition

1.2.4.3 Educational and Meal Program

2 Instructors'

2.1 Instructional Element

2.1.1 Overall Orientation

2.1.1.3 Internalization of Behaviorally Speci-
fied Responses to Instructional
Contingencies

2.1.2 Means of Instruction

2.1.2.3 Informal Sponsor Observation and
Advising

2.1.3 Responsibility for Planning and Facilitating
Instruction

2.1.3.1 Sponsor

2.1.4 Formative Evaluation

2.1.4.2 Self-Evaluation

2.1.4.1.3 No Self-Evaluatinri
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I:00TNOTES

1 Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, as amended,
Section 222(a) . Now superceded by the Community Services
Act of 1974, PL-93-644.

?
-Richaild F. Elmore, "Design of the Follow Through

Experiment," in Pla ' mod Vuriation in Education: Should We
Give Up or Try Harder?, ca's-.: Alice N. Rivlin and P.
Michael Timpane (wailiington, D.C.: The Brookings Institu-
tion, 1975), p. 29Ef.

3_lhe Hampton Institute Nongraded Model sponsored
by The Hampton Institute, Hampton, Virginia 23368; Dr. Mary
Christian, Director,

4Since the rlorida parent Education Program con-
centrates on teachinf, the 1)arent to instruct the child,
some of the categories of this typology accommodate the
model awkwardly. category 1.1.2.2.1, Variability of
Instructional hrouping, is a case in point. Since the in-
structional Ilroup consists of the child and a parent, the
notion of Homogeneity or noterogenoity are not relevant,
and thus have been omitted from the characterization of
the program approach.

0
5,1.,

0 catogorY of Instructors refers to parents who
teach their children the tasIs assigned by the Parent
Educator. Parent Educator s are considered to be the
sponsor's representatives, and instruction of the parent
instructor generally occu rs during a home visit by the
Parent Educator.
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